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ABSTRACT 
 
RYAN H. JONES: Motivations behind financial philanthropy from former athletes to the 
University of North Carolina 
 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the financial contributions of former 
student-athletes at the University of North Carolina, and the factors that affect or may 
affect contributions.  Development information on giving history to academics and 
athletics since 2000 of all 7,537 living former athletes was gathered.  Additionally, 1,236 
former student-athletes participated in an e-mailed survey for a response rate of 27.6%.  
Empirical analysis indicated that academics received a substantially higher amount of 
funds than athletics, despite perceptions of the opposite.  A chi-square test of association 
showed that former athletes that donate to athletics are more likely to donate a higher 
amount to athletics, and have a stronger likelihood to contribute more to athletics by 
joining an association specifically for student-athletes if certain benefits were available.  
Participants were more satisfied with their academic experience as a whole, and their 
giving was most affected by satisfaction with experience as a student-athlete at the 
University of North Carolina. 
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CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Fundraising is the lifeblood of collegiate athletic departments, as it is essential to 
provide scholarships to student-athletes and to cover costs for expenses in other areas of 
the athletic department.  This is even more vital at private schools, with much higher 
tuition to cover on a per student athlete basis.  Broad based programs at the Division I 
level are particularly stressed as there is a greater demand for scholarship funding 
because of the many teams sponsored.  Additionally, schools are continually upgrading 
and constructing new venues to keep on par with other new facilities around the nation 
and provide maximal opportunities for all student-athletes.  State supported institutions 
can at times fund these endeavors via state money, however, private colleges are more 
often than not anticipating most (if not all) of the funds for a project to come from private 
donations.  Capital projects financially strain a university, and locating necessary funds is 
often a difficult task with construction costs rising and donor bases feeling as if they are 
depended on too often.   
 Most colleges depend mainly on funds from donors as opposed to former athletes 
with annual fund giving and capital projects.  Development officers have voiced that 
athletes are not strong supporters financially of these endeavors in the past and are 
counted on for very little, if any, funds (T. Austin, M. Carter, T. Coffman, personal 
communication, April 27, 2006).  The common thought is that high profile institutions 
with strong athletic records would receive substantial support from their former athletes.  
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These athletes, equipped with a higher quality academic and athletic profile, are in a 
better position to economically afford to give back to their institution and have a 
heightened affiliation due to their participation; however, the trend is the opposite.  In 
fact, a major study performed by the Curry School of Education at the University of 
Virginia shows that former athletes in a pool of 5 Division III schools gave at a higher 
rate than a group of 5 Division I private schools from the late 1980s through the late 
1990s (Bowen, Meserve, and Turner, 2000).   
 University and athletic development departments have tried various avenues to 
increase former athlete giving, and increased media coverage of former athlete’s giving 
can only help the cause.  Lettermen’s clubs comprised of former athletes have had mixed 
success throughout universities with an array of approaches, and may be successful for 
the University of North Carolina.  These clubs often give privileges that are unique to 
former athletes, such as direct interaction through newsletters and reunions from the 
coaches of sports played by the former athlete.  If student athletes are found to have 
enjoyed their undergraduate experience as an athlete, they may be more likely to want to 
continue to feel connected after they graduate.  Former athletes may enjoy the exclusive 
nature of a club that they may not feel when they are part of a general booster 
organization such as the Rams Club at the University of North Carolina (K. Mack, D. 
McCauley, D. Megaloudis, personal communication, September 12, 2007). 
 In analyzing the winning percentages of athletics teams at UNC, all squads that 
qualify (sports with multi-team events were not factored) were able to win at least 56% of 
their contests.  Five teams were able to win over 70% of their contests, with women’s 
soccer leading the way with a winning percentage over 94% since the inception of the 
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team at the University of North Carolina, while football holds the lowest overall winning 
percentage at 56.8%.  Female squads had a combined winning percentage of 70% 
followed by male teams at 67%.  The high winning percentages across the board points to 
success for individual teams and the athletic department as a whole, and may be a 
significant determinant in a student-athlete’s experience.  A student-athlete that is part of 
a rigid training schedule combined with a typical academic course load will be more 
likely to value their college experience and feel the need to contribute to the athletic 
department if their respective team is successful.  Therefore the favorable winning 
percentages for UNC teams leading to a higher potential for a positive experience could 
be leveraged by university fundraisers to help ensure that future teams enjoy the same 
success of former student athletes. 
The era of coaches discouraging student athletes from philanthropic giving has 
dissipated greatly with rising costs in facilities and scholarships for universities, as well 
as rising salaries for high profile professional athletes.  Multi-million dollar gifts from 
high profile professional athletes to their alma mater such as Richard Jefferson (Arizona) 
and Carmelo Anthony (Syracuse), heightens the public interest in the issue and could 
result in a trickle down effect where more athletes realize the need for their contributions 
to the success of their athletic program.  Within the past 3 years at the University of 
North Carolina, former football players and current NFL players Dre’ Bly (Denver 
Broncos) and Alge Crumpler (Atlanta Falcons) have financially endowed scholarships, 
while many basketball players have shied away from giving due to former coach Dean 
Smith’s thoughts that they had given enough to the university already during their time at 
UNC.  Former student athletes of the non-revenue generating sports offered at UNC more 
 4 
than likely do not have the financial capabilities to contribute as the above professional 
athletes do, however, if UNC is able to establish collective funds from all 26 non-revenue 
sports alumni it creates more financial stability for the university. Athletic departments 
and universities must be prepared to leverage the recent media coverage along with 
sensible solutions that encourage athletes to stay connected to their university. 
Background of Problem 
 Athletes at the University of North Carolina have the opportunity to earn a degree 
at one of the top public education programs in the nation.  With that degree they enhance 
their opportunity to become employed in a quality position in a desirable industry.  
Additionally, these athletes are immersed in their university through their sports team day 
in and day out; creating a bond between the student and university athletics that is much 
higher than the average student.  As tuition increases almost annually for UNC students, 
fundraising bodies are forced to collect more and more donations each year in order to 
support athletics scholarships.  There has been a 71% increase in tuition from 1999 to 
2004, and a 10% increase from the 2005-06 to the 2006-07 academic year.  UNC 
athletics development has to raise three times as many funds to cover scholarship costs 
for student athletes as were needed twelve years ago. 
The race to have the newest state-of-the-art stadiums and arenas nationally has 
increased capital projects efforts for all fundraising departments.  Currently the 
University of North Carolina is involved in two major capital project campaigns, with 
$17 million needed for a new basketball museum and athletic department office building 
(Williamson Building), and over $25 million for renovations to the baseball facilities, 
Boshamer Stadium.  The need for additional funding can only be alleviated by finding 
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new sources of funding.  Former athletes are more involved in UNC athletics than any 
other student; therefore they should in theory have a passion to financially assist those 
requesting funds if they are targeted correctly.  
As of September 2007, there were 7,537 former living athletes that have received 
their degree from the University of North Carolina.  From 2000 to 2007, these former 
athletes have contributed $28,296,961 to University of North Carolina academics and 
$15,575,001 to athletics.  Of those 3,484 former athletes (46.2%) that gave to academics, 
they average total gifts of $8,122 per donor from 2000-2007.  Of the 1,153 former 
athletes (15.3%) that gave to athletics, they average total gifts of $13,508 per donor in the 
same time period.  The General Alumni Association currently has 2,906 members that are 
former athletes, which is 38.6% of all former athletes. 
 The breakdown of giving amounts varies greatly depending on the donor, with 
donations as low as $1 to as high as millions of dollars from 2000-2007.  In regards to 
academic gifts, 31.8% or 2,400 former athletes gave at least $100 in the stated time 
period.  At 10.2%, 772 former athletes gave at least $1,000 to academics, while 180 
former athletes (2.4%) donated over $10,000.  Giving over $100,000 within the past 
seven years coincided with 27 donors, and of that group 5 have given over $1 million. 
 While numerically fewer individuals are involved in athletics, the average gifts 
are generally speaking at a higher level than those to UNC academics.  As far as gifts to 
athletics, 14.8% or 1,117 former athletes gave as least $100 in the stated time period.  At 
8.7%, 656 former athletes gave at least $1,000 to athletics, while 148 former athletes 
(2.0%) donated over $10,000.  Those giving over $100,000 within the past seven years 
equaled 38 donors, with 2 donating over $1 million to UNC Athletics. 
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 Over two-thirds of all former athletes are male at 69.9%, with over 2,200 female 
former athletes (30.1%).   The number of female former athletes will only increase with 
the addition of several female sports in the 1970s and increased emphasis on Title IX in 
the 21st Century.  UNC sponsors 28 varsity sports, however due to classification 
purposes, cross country, indoor track and field, and outdoor track and field are all 
classified as ‘track and field.’  Therefore, of the 24 sport classifications, male sports have 
the largest number of living alumni with the top 9 all male sports, with football leading 
the way with over 1,000 living former athletes (13.7%).  The sports with the ten lowest 
totals of living alumni are all female sports, with numbers assuredly to rise once these 
sports are established for the period of time that male sports are currently.  Male sports 
will see an increase in the total number of alumni, however, will proportionally see a 
decrease in the overall number of former compared to women due to deaths of current 
alumni and the rapid increase in female athletes.  This is especially true in the cases of 
women’s lacrosse and rowing, both relatively new additions to the University of North 
Carolina’s athletic department, and both with large squad sizes. 
The University of North Carolina is currently immersed in a $2 billion university 
development campaign, with $175 million slated as the goal for athletics.  More than half 
of the student athletes of this university graduate with a degree from the College of Arts 
& Sciences, which has a goal of $350 million for the campaign.  Alumni as of whole 
have a participation rate of 41.9% in the campaign, and the alumni gifts of $829 million 
comprise 35% of all gifts to Carolina First.  Within the living alumni, former athletes had 
a 50.3% participation rate, and contributed $43.9 million, equating to 5% of total gifts.  
Of the $243.7 million total donated to athletics during the campaign, $175.4 million was 
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from alumni, with $15.6 million of that figure being donated from former athletes.  
Alumni comprised 72% of athletics gifts, while former athletes were responsible for 8.9% 
of donations to athletics.  The big picture shows that the need for funds within academic 
departments is more pressing than athletics, as university development receives nine 
times as many funds as athletics.  Therefore, the need to cultivate relationships from 
former athletes can be just as beneficial to athletics as it can be to academics.  
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Purpose of Study: 
 
The purpose of this study is to determine the factors that influence former student-
athletes in giving to the University of North Carolina, in order to enhance fundraising 
efforts towards this sector of the population. 
 
Research questions: 
 
Research Question #1:  Is there a relationship between the giving status (give/did not 
give) of former UNC-Chapel Hill athletes and degree of satisfaction with their: a) 
experiences as an athlete at UNC-Chapel Hill; and b) experiences as a student at UNC-
Chapel Hill? 
 
Research Question #2:  Is there a relationship between the giving status (give/did not 
give) of former UNC-Chapel Hill athletes and the degree to which they indicate a 
particular benefit would influence their decision to give? 
 
Research Question #3:  Are there empirical differences between each of the following 
three groups of former UNC-Chapel Hill athletes: 1) academics donor, 2) athletics donor, 
and 3) donor to both the university and athletics, for each of the following variables: 
gender, current geographic residence, academic department of UNC degree, year UNC 
degree was awarded, and UNC sport played? 
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Definition of terms: 
 
ACC:  Atlantic Coast Conference 
 
Athletics Development: fundraising specifically for athletics 
 
Capital project: project that involves the construction of a building used for athletics 
program; ample funds are needed for such a project usually funded through athletics 
department 
 
Development: alternate term for fundraising 
 
Endowment: fund established that is comprised of major gifts, in which the interest 
earned is used to pay for the athletic scholarship bill from the university 
 
Giving Status: donor classification of active or inactive based on gifts received 
 
Head Coach Ratio: number of head coaches a given athlete has had during his or her 
athletic career 
 
NCAA: National Collegiate Association of Athletics 
 
Rams Club: organization that fundraises athletics funds for scholarships, excellence 
funds, and capital projects at the University of North Carolina 
 
Revenue Sports: sports that bring in more revenue than expenses.  Typically in college 
athletics this refers to Men’s Basketball and Football. 
 
Student-athlete: college student that participates on a university sponsored varsity team 
in sanctioned competition 
 
Success:  the winning percentage of a given team over its existence at the University of 
North Carolina, as calculated by dividing the number of wins a given team has over the 
number of contests participated 
 
University Development: fundraising specifically for academics 
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Assumptions, limitations, delimitations 
 
Assumptions: 
 
1. The measures used in this study are valid and reliable. 
2. The data used in this study will be recorded in an accurate and timely manner. 
3. The subjects in this study will participate to the best of their ability in full 
honesty. 
4. The results gathered will be a large enough sample to generalize results for former 
athletes at UNC. 
 
Limitations: 
 
1. This study is limited to those who voluntarily participate. 
2. All subjects that were surveyed competed in intercollegiate athletics at the 
University of North Carolina. 
3. Due to the time and scope of study, only former athletes with valid e-mail 
addresses will be involved in the study. 
4. This study is limited to former athletes who received a degree from the University 
of North Carolina. 
5. The subjects may be unrepresentative of former athletes at other similar Division I 
institutions. 
6. The subjects may be hesitant in their truthfulness due to fear of harming 
relationship with alma mater. 
 
Delimitations: 
 
 This study will only involve living former athletes at the University of North 
Carolina prior, who finished their NCAA eligibility prior to 2007 with a degree from the 
University of North Carolina, and their attitudes towards financially supporting athletics 
at their alma mater through donations.  All giving data will refer to donations between the 
year 2000 and September 2007.
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Significance of Study: 
 This study will specifically assist the University of North Carolina, and on a 
broader scope all Division I universities, in assessing the factors that influence former 
athletes to give back financially to their athletic fundraising bodies.  With the excellent 
success of the athletic department at the University of North Carolina, one would draw 
natural conclusions that the athletes that produce this success would be enthusiastic to 
financially support the athletic budget of the university.  Past research has assisted 
fundraising bodies in gaining new donors and further cultivating current donors, by 
analyzing certain factors that entice donors to give.  This research has been of great 
assistance to fundraisers, and the goal of this research is to provide athletic fundraisers 
with new information as to how to entice former athletes to give. 
(a)  To the industry 
 
From an initial glance, it would seem that the majority of Division I universities 
from a power conference would be able to be completely self-sufficient from television 
revenues, licensed merchandise, ticket sales, and conference revenue sharing.  While 
professional sports are able to retain the majority of their revenues to use on player 
salaries, major college athletic departments have to support numerous teams that bring in 
little to no revenue. The Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act for the University of North 
Carolina, presents that Men’s Basketball and Football comprises 65.8% of all revenues in 
2005 and 31.6% of expenses (University of North Carolina Athletics, 2006).  In fact, 
most athletic departments only have two revenue sports (Men’s Basketball and Football), 
and must fully fund the expenditures and scholarships of anywhere from ten to twenty 
additional teams.  Former athletes have been cited as poor sources of solicitation for 
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funds back to the athletic department in the past, and are not often approached for funds 
(O’Neil and Schenke, 2007).  This untapped group of athletes has an undeniable 
affiliation with their alma mater, and may enjoy continuing their association with their 
former university.  If university development departments can better fund athletic 
scholarships for student-athletes, then the athletic department will then in turn be able to 
fund other ventures (additional travel for recruiting or tournaments, capital projects) that 
will improve the overall landscape of athletics at the school.  This in the long run could 
help universities recruit better athletes, bring in better coaches, and build better facilities, 
all leading to more success, which more times than not leads to more monetary gain.  A 
prime example is the Men’s Basketball team at the University of North Carolina and 
steady revenue stream from ticket sales, merchandise, and parking/concessions that is all 
fueled by the donations to the Rams Club for endowed scholarships and the opportunity 
to purchase season tickets. 
(b) As an academic concern 
 
The psychology of why humans give back financially to any sort of organization 
is a fascinating topic, dealing with motives, benefits, and affiliations.  Athletic fundraisers 
would love to find a way or method to increase a former athlete’s affiliation with an 
institution, exuding goodwill and the opportunity for more monetary funds.  
Academically, any teaching method that would create a way that would bring in more 
funding for a university’s athletic department could be applied across the board for all 
fundraising, from major and capital gifts to middle school fundraising drives. 
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(c) To career election 
 The number one goal of a fundraiser is not to provide donors with the best seating 
or top-notch benefits, but rather to raise as much funds as possible to support student-
athletes.  While providing quality benefits to donors is definitely a high concern to 
development coordinators, the ability to grant athletic scholarships are the sole reason a 
university athletic department can operate.  Therefore, exercising all possible avenues, 
such as solicitation of former athletes, in raising funds is essential in maximizing the 
potential funds raised.  Endowment is the ultimate goal of all athletic departments – the 
ability to have all scholarships paid from major gifts and use annual fund money at 
discretion.  Stanford is a great example with $375 million in endowments that covers all 
athletic scholarships, and allows them to use annual fund money for team expenses and 
capital projects (Stanford Athletics, 2007).  The UNC scholarship endowment provides 
for 72% of the scholarships given to over 450 student athletes, putting the value of the 
UNC endowment at $123 million.  The interest from this amount pays for a majority of 
the scholarships; however, a significant portion is still needed to cover the remaining 
28% of scholarships, not to mention funds needed for capital projects.  UNC is very 
fortunate for the value of their endowment, as this is even more of a problem at other 
institutions, for instance, the next highest endowment in the ACC is at Duke University, 
where 23% of the scholarship bill is footed by endowments, almost 50% less than the 
endowment at UNC (ACC Development Report, 2006).  Scholarships are continuing to 
be a large part of the university athletics budget, with tuition costs at UNC rising at a 
steady rate (currently at $7.1 million), and comprising 13.2% of the UNC Athletics 
annual operation budget (University of North Carolina Athletics, 2006).
  
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER II 
 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
 
 Former athletes typically do not give back at a high rate to their alma mater for a 
bevy of reasons.  Factors such as the athletes experience as an undergrad, performance of 
the team, and institution of degree all play a major role in the psychology behind what 
drives an athlete to donate financially.  As stated previously, the rising costs in 
scholarships, facilities, and coach’s salaries all have necessitated an even greater need for 
donations to help colleges fund a competitive athletic department.  The first section will 
give a brief overview of the current need for more funding through private donations in 
collegiate athletics.  The second section of the review of literature will analyze the certain 
factors that have an effect on philanthropic donations in general and how these principles 
can be applied to collegiate athletics and university giving.  The third section will take a 
more specific look at research that can be applied to former athletes giving back to their 
alma mater.  The final section will analyze the previous research available, and discuss 
how this research influenced the current study.  Past research provides a baseline for this 
present study, however, the majority of studies focus on giving as a whole or from 
alumni, as opposed to specific information on former student athletes by sport.  
Additionally, football and basketball winning percentages and postseason play are 
stressed in many instances, but other sports success is often not a part of studies.  
Therefore, instead of solely analyzing the effect of the two major sports success on 
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giving, I aim to assess the association between a former student athlete and his or her 
success in their given sport. 
Need for Private Donations 
NCAA Revenue Reports 
 Studies performed by economist Daniel Fulks (2005) for the NCAA show that 
fundraising is the second highest revenue source for Division I-A institutions on average, 
only behind ticket sales.  Of the average budget of $29.4 million in revenue, 
approximately 18% ($5.27 million) is accounted for through fundraising.  Additionally, 
those who are involved in donating to a particular institution are also more apt to 
purchase tickets to sporting events or may in fact donate for the sole purpose of securing 
season tickets for football or men’s basketball.  In the span of only 18 years, the highest 
Division I-A revenues have risen from $17.8 million (1985) to $87.8 million (2003) for 
an increase of $70 million, while the average of this group of schools has jumped from 
$6.8 million to $29.4 million in this same period of time. 
Factors influencing donations 
Importance of football attendance and conference affiliation 
McEvoy (2005) predicted fund raising revenues, by looking at 13 independent 
variables, and found that football attendance (r = .721) and conference affiliation (r = -
.621) were the top two indicators of fund raising revenues, respectively.  These two 
variables were statistically significant in regards to being strong predictors of strong 
fundraising revenues.  Far behind statistically, the next two variables were football 
winning percentage, and home basketball attendance.  The top predictors show that 
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support of a universities football team through attendance and the success of the team are 
strong indicators of strong fundraising.  
Affiliation 
Dugan, Mullin, and Siegfried (2000) analyzed the giving of alumni at Vanderbilt 
University in Nashville, Tennessee based on their financial aid received and affiliation.  
While this study looked at giving from 2,822 graduates of Vanderbilt regardless of 
varsity athletics participation, it further broke down the giving of students based on 
certain affiliations they had with Vanderbilt (i.e., fraternity/sorority, athlete) or the 
amount and type of financial aid received.  This is valuable information for athletics at 
UNC, as all varsity sports with the exception of men’s and women’s fencing are funded 
with athletic scholarships.  Within 8 years of graduation, 54.2% of the subjects in the 
study donated at least once to their alma mater.   
These affiliations that former students have with their alma mater give them a 
greater incentive to give back due to their notion that their funds will help improve or 
establish an aspect of the affiliation they enjoyed.  If they feel that a current or future 
student could receive a special experience from their affiliation, whether it is funds for 
the construction of a basketball arena or a fraternity house, one is more inclined to give to 
this certain area.  In analyzing the five categories to determine the likelihood of giving 
(financial aid, socio-demographics, college experience, post-college experience, and 
charitable behavior), the college experience variables, which includes athletics 
participation, have the most consistent substantial effects on likelihood to donate.  More 
specifically, the study shows that members of non-academic groups categorized as 
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fraternities, sororities, and athletic squads, are more likely to donate to their alma mater 
upon graduation. 
Motivations for Donation to Athletic Programs 
 Tsiotsou (1998) created a Giving to Athletics Model (GAM) that took into 
account seven different factors to test the likelihood of one giving back to athletic 
programs.  The following variables were analyzed in the GAM as significant variables 
that would relate to donation to athletics: values, socioeconomic status, involvement with 
athletics, sport experience, attendance of athletic events, emotional motivation, and 
practical motivation.  This model was used to study donors to Florida State’s University 
athletic program, also an Atlantic Coast Conference (ACC) institution, with a mailed 
questionnaire sent to 800 donors.  The two most significant factors in giving to athletics 
according to Tsiotsou results were Involvement with Athletics and Emotional Motivation.  
Indirect effects were found with the two factors of Experience with Sports and 
Attendance of Athletics.  This information is valuable in assessing the giving potential of 
former student athletes, however, involvement and sport experience was not limited to 
specifically to varsity athletics at Florida State University. 
Effect of Intercollegiate Athletics in Alumni Giving to Academic Endowment 
 While many studies previously mentioned analyze athletics success in relation to 
giving to athletics and university development, Grimes and Chressanthis (1994) 
specifically examined the effect of athletics in association to giving to the academic 
endowment of a university.  As indicated in other studies winning percentages is 
computed, but is expanded to the entire athletics program and not football exclusively, 
and was shown to be positively related with contributions.  Post season appearances was 
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not found to be a significant factor in academic donations, however, NCAA sanctions and 
violations that could in turn prohibit post season play may have decrease academic 
contributions.  Grimes and Chressanthis (1994) also observed the exposure a given 
university may receive in television appearances, and found that it presented a positive 
relation to academic giving.  This has great application specifically for the University of 
North Carolina as the athletics programs in the 2006-07 season had significant national 
television exposure in men’s and women’s basketball, baseball, and women’s soccer.  
The hiring of Butch Davis could potentially aid in an increase in national exposure of 
UNC football games, which has been mostly regional in the past few years. 
Factors influencing student athlete’s donations 
Winning and giving? 
 A common thought regarding fundraising with former athletes would be that the 
more successful a student athlete’s team was while he or she was at an institution, the 
more they would feel inclined to give due to the positive results of their competition.  
Bowen, Meserve, and Turner (2000) observed the relationship between the football 
winning percentage and donations (both general fund and athletic related) back to an 
institution at 15 selective private universities.  These universities ranged from five at 
Division I-A, four at Division I-AA (Ivy League Colleges), and six at Division III.  The 
study showed that winning on the football field had a surprisingly negative effect on non-
students giving to university development at high profile Division I-A universities, and a 
positive effect on giving to athletics specifically among student-athletes.   
 Additionally, athletes at a higher level (Division I) may reflect on their collegiate 
experience as more positive in comparison to a Division II or III athlete, due to the level 
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of competition, higher benefits (apparel deals, etc.), larger scholarships, and more 
available academic support.  However, Bowen, Meserve, and Turner also showed that 
increases in winning percentages from former athletes in a pool of 6 Division III schools 
gave at a higher rate than a group of 5 Division I private schools from the late 1980s 
through the late 1990s. 
Success – Effects on Academic and Athletic Giving 
 The relationship between academic and athletic giving is one that also must be 
addressed in order to further understand the effect success has on both.  Some researchers 
feel that athletics and academics giving work hand in hand, with improvements or 
success in athletics leading to increased academic giving (Grimes & Chressanthis, 1994; 
McCormick & Tinsley, 1990).  However, a counter argument is that athletic success leads 
to a crowd-out effect, with alumni supporting athletics crowding out academic gifts and 
non-alumni supporting solely athletics, resulting in a net loss for academic giving 
(Sperber, 2000).  Stinson and Howard (2007) tackled this issue by matching all Division 
I-A universities with gift information (athletics, academic, and total), academic-
reputation variables (U.S. News and World Report rankings), and athletic-success 
variables (football winning percentage, bowl appearances, reputation).   
 Stinson and Howard’s (2007) results showed that total giving at universities with 
a higher academic reputation were not as sensitive to changes in athletic performances as 
those institutions ranked below the top tier of universities.  Therefore, the research would 
point to fundraising stability for the University of North Carolina as it is ranked in the top 
30 of national universities, as it was ranked 27th in 2007 (U.S. News and World Report, 
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2007).  Other findings were that the percentage of total giving that was athletic giving 
was increasing at all levels of universities.   
Gender equity study 
This information was released with the NCAA’s well-publicized Gender Equity 
Initiative (Robinson, 1998) to further women’s college athletics.  Interesting points are 
made in this selection which looks at the main differences between men and women 
athletes when it comes to giving back to their institution, as men look mainly at benefits 
of giving while women appreciate the feeling of goodwill.  The noted differences in 
donations between men and women athletes could be tied to the following quote, “those 
women who participated in athletics pre-Title IX era may not initially be interested in 
giving to athletics because of the inequities they experienced (Robinson, 1998, p. 2).”  
Other athletic departments involve athletes early in the process with events such as 
phone-a-thons, in order to expose athletes to the area of fund raising, which leads to 
increased giving upon graduation. 
Conclusion 
 Athletic departments are significantly dependent on private funds to survive in a 
collegiate sport landscape that involves an ongoing facility arms race, rising tuition costs, 
and higher coaching salaries.  By better understanding factors that influence donations 
back to athletics in general will be of great assistance to athletic departments in marketing 
to former athletes and in preparation of financials.  Football attendance, football success, 
and basketball attendance are both significant factors that point to strong fundraising.  
Therefore, by increasing awareness and attendance at football and basketball games, 
fundraisers can help their own cause and increase donations.  The Dugan, Mullin, and 
 21 
Siegfried study shows that students that have an affiliation with their institution through a 
non-academic group are more inclined to give than their fellow classmates.  This shows 
that former athletes are in fact more likely to give if presented the opportunity, even 
though they historically do not give back at a high rate (O’Neil and Schenke, 2007). 
 University development should also be actively addressing the importance of 
athletic gifts, as Stinson and Howard (2007) found that the percentage of total gifts that 
are athletic based is increasing on all level of schools regardless of academic reputation.  
Positively, this research also found that top ranked prestigious academic institutions are 
not effected as greatly by changes in success on the football field.  For the University of 
North Carolina, this bodes well in the consistency of forecasting the amount of 
fundraising for future years.  Interestingly enough, of the top 20 ranked universities by 
U.S. News and World Report (2007), only 4 are members of a BCS conference, and 
therefore depend on football as a major sticking point for athletic fundraising. 
More specifically, former athletes value the success they had while at their alma 
mater, but surprisingly are more likely to value this if they are enrolled at a smaller 
institution such as Division III as opposed to Division I-A.  While student-athletes in 
Division I-A may receive more benefits and higher exposure than a Division III athlete, 
they may feel lost in a large athletic department and not feel as valued as a Division III 
athlete would in a more tight knit setting.  The present study hopes to show that Division 
I-A athletic departments such as UNC can greatly improve their fundraising efforts to 
former athletes by making athletes feel more like part of a tight knit family during 
undergraduate education and after graduation.  In more detail, male and female athletes 
donate for different reasons and should be targeted separately in some instances to reach 
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the maximum potential of donations.  By understanding these nuisances that separate 
athletes from non-athletes, fundraisers can better understand how to better position 
themselves to market to former athletes.
  
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER III 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
 
Instrument 
 
 To better assess the internal and external factors that affect donations to athletics 
and the general university development fund, a survey was conducted. The survey 
assessed former student athlete’s general giving status to academics and athletics, as well 
as satisfaction and likelihood of certain benefits to increase donations. Additional 
university development information were collected to assess statistics involving varsity 
sport(s) played, state of residence, gender, department of graduation, year of graduation, 
in relation to donations to academics and athletics at the University of North Carolina 
since 2000. 
A survey was e-mailed within a link to former student athletes who graduated 
from the College of Arts & Sciences at the University of North Carolina and have a valid 
working email address.  The e-mail composed of informed consent from Mr. Jones as 
well as a link that leads the recipient to the survey, hosted by Survey Monkey.  The e-
mail was sent out on November 27, 2007 through Survey Monkey to 4,486 former 
student athletes with an email address.  Any graduate of the College of Arts & Sciences 
that has asked to not be included in such e-mails were not contacted for this study.  After 
two weeks the survey was closed and e-mail recipients were no longer allowed to open 
the link leading to the survey. 
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Additionally, in order to address research question three, data was gathered from 
University Development on all 7,537 living former student athletes with an earned degree 
from the University of North Carolina.  The data provides the following information for 
each individual athlete: gender, geographic location, department of graduation, year of 
graduation, GAA membership, and specific varsity sport(s) participation.  This data was 
filtered by each of the above categories to display if there are any empirical differences 
between former athletes in different classifications of each category.   
Subjects 
 
 The University of North Carolina currently has over 7,000 living student athletes 
that competed for their alma mater.  Of that, nearly 4,500 have an active e-mail address 
and have allowed incoming correspondence from university development.  This study 
analyzed the data from responses of an e-mailed survey sent out to former athletes who 
graduated from the University of North Carolina. 
Procedure 
 For this study, data was collected from answers provided from the described 
online survey along with data collected from university development records and 
athletics sports information databases.  The Athletics Communication department of the 
UNC Athletics Department keeps an up to date media guide on a yearly basis that details 
a year-by-year statistical synopsis of each university team.  These statistics include team 
winning percentages of the team’s history as a sponsored sport by the University of North 
Carolina athletic department.  Additionally, university development descriptive results of 
all former athletes provided overall results for all living former student athletes that 
completed their degree at the University of North Carolina.  This information also 
 25 
includes donation totals by former athletes to university/academics giving and athletics 
giving.     
The following data was analyzed for former student athletes at the University of North 
Carolina: 
• Athletics donor status 
• University donor status 
• Sport(s) of participation 
• College of Graduation at the University of North Carolina 
• Years removed from graduation 
• Current State of Residence 
• Athletics Satisfaction (Likert scale) 
• University Satisfaction (Likert scale) 
• Alumni Satisfaction (Likert scale) 
• Effects of increased association and benefits for former athletes 
• GAA Membership 
• Winning % of sport at UNC 
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Statistical Analysis 
 The responses of the survey respondents combined with sport specific information 
coinciding with the specific group of respondents was analyzed.  With the sample of data, 
a chi-square test of association was performed to analyze the strength of association 
between giving status and satisfaction levels, potential benefits, and likelihood to join 
student athlete association.  The tests were performed separately for each of the above for 
giving status in academics and athletics since 2000. Frequencies and descriptive statistics 
were calculated in order to provide comparisons between varsity sport(s) played, state of 
residence, gender, department of graduation, year of graduation with donations to 
academics and athletics since 2000.
  
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER IV 
 
RESULTS 
 
Of the 4,486 e-mail surveys sent out, 1,236 were returned, for a response rate of 
27.6%.  Of the 1,236 surveys collected, 1,147 (93.4%) were completed fully without 
skipping any questions.  The data from the 1,236 surveys were collected and then 
analyzed with SPSS statistical software.  A Chi-Square test of association was used to 
determine if there were significant relationships between the factors.  All cell counts were 
higher than five, therefore, it was determined that a Chi-Square would be appropriate for 
the data.  With a response rate of 27.6%, it was determined that the data would be a close 
representation of the entire population of former student athletes at the University of 
North Carolina. 
 Results from the survey show that of those former athletes responding to the 
survey, 41.4% have given to UNC athletics/Rams Club since 2000 and 59.5% have 
donated to UNC Academics since 2000.  Further results on degree of satisfaction with 
experiences and degree to which a particular benefit would influence decisions to give 
are expanded on in the first two research questions. Complete data charts of categorical 
information are in the appendices. 
 Survey participants also had the opportunity to provide open-ended responses in 
reference to why the respondent would prefer to give funds to athletics or academics.  In 
total, 753 wrote in an open-ended response for a response percentage of 61.3%.  
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Responses were then recorded, and categorized by preference or lack of preference to 
giving area.  Findings are reported and discussed in Chapter 5. 
 Additionally it should be noted that all monies earmarked for athletics in research 
question #3, are gifts directly to the Rams Club or capital project.  Gifts to a specific club 
or organization of fundraising started by a specific sport, such as the Diamond Club for 
UNC baseball, will show up as gifts for academics. 
Research questions: 
 
Research Question #1:  Is there a relationship between the giving status (give/did not 
give) of former UNC-Chapel Hill athletes and degree of satisfaction with their: a) 
experiences as an athlete at UNC-Chapel Hill; and b) experiences as a student at UNC-
Chapel Hill? 
 
 Of those former student athletes completing the survey, 505 (41.4%) have given 
to athletics since the year 2000, and 723 (59.5%) have donated to academics in the same 
time frame.  Former athletes that have donated financially to both academics and athletics 
totaled 345 (27.9%).  
 Overall, the majority of respondents were ‘Very Satisfied’ with their experience 
as an athlete (55.1%, 648) and a student (68.6%, 810).  The majority of the cohort was 
‘Satisfied’ with their experience as alumnus/alumna (40.2%, 470) and ‘Neutral’ about 
their current interaction with former coaches, staff, and the athletic department (40.2%, 
470), as shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Satisfaction with Experiences 
  
 
When asked if their satisfaction in the above areas affected their giving, the 
majority responded that it did affect their giving in regards to the athletic experience 
(55.6%) and the academic experience (60.1%).  The results showed that the experience as 
an alumnus or alumna was split as a determinant in affecting giving, with the slight 
majority (50.3%) responding that their experience did not have an affect.  Current 
interaction with former coaches, staff, and the athletic department was shown to not be a 
factor to the majority of respondents (61.5%). 
The results tallied in regards to the allocation of funds, pointed towards a majority 
donating monetarily to both academics and athletics equally (37.0%).  The percentage of 
respondents that were more likely to donate to athletics was 32.0%, while 23.3% were 
more likely to donate to academics.  A total of 88 respondents (7.5%) have no plans to 
give financially to either academics or athletics in the future.  
Academics 
 There was a statistically significant association between academics giving and 
experience as a student and as an athlete, between those that give and do not give.  The 
chi-square tests show significance at or below .05, with experience as a student (p = .044) 
and experience as an athlete (p = .028).   
 
Very 
Dissatisfied  Dissatisfied  Neutral Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Response 
Count 
Experience as an Athlete at 
UNC (competition, practice, 
etc.) 20 50 78 380 648 1176 
Experience as a Student at 
UNC (academics, campus 
life, etc.) 7 6 27 331 810 1181 
Experience as an 
Alumnus/Alumna of UNC 15 31 234 470 419 1169 
Current interaction with 
former sport coaches, staff, 
and athletic department 32 110 470 328 228 1168 
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Results were tallied of the 723 former student-athletes that did donate to 
academics, and were compared to the results of the remaining alumni that did not.  
Within the group that did donate to academics, 47.9% (345) additionally donated to 
athletics, compared to only 32.0% (158) athletics donors of those that did not donate to 
academics.  
 Academics donors tallied more persons that were ‘Very Satisfied’ than any other 
distinction, with 57.5% (403) and 71.6% (505) ‘Very Satisfied’ with their experience as 
an athlete and a student respectively.    In regards to experience as an alumnus or alumna 
of UNC, Table 2 details that the majority were ‘Satisfied” at 42.8% (299) and 277 
(39.9%) were ‘Neutral’ about the current interaction with former coaches, staff, and 
athletic department. 
Table 2: Academics Donors Experience Satisfaction 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Response 
Count 
Experience as an Athlete at UNC 
(competition, practice, etc.) 10 28 35 225 403 701 
Experience as a Student at UNC 
(academics, campus life, etc.) 5 2 16 177 505 705 
Experience as an Alumnus/Alumna of UNC 9 12 99 299 280 699 
Current interaction with former sport 
coaches, staff, and athletic department 17 58 277 207 136 695 
 
 The results followed the same pattern for those that did not donate to academics, 
with a shift of a higher percentage of ‘Very Dissatisfied’, ‘Dissatisfied’, and ‘Neutral’ 
answers.  The number that was ‘Very Satisfied’ with athletics and academics experience 
was 51.1% (238) and 64.0% (299) respectively.  As displayed in Table 3, the majority of 
respondents were ‘Satisfied’ with experience after graduation at 36.0% (166), and 
‘Neutral’ in regards to current interaction with members of athletics at 40.7% (189).   
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Table 3: Non-Donors to Academics Experience Satisfaction 
 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Response 
Count 
Experience as an Athlete at UNC 
(competition, practice, etc.) 10 22 43 153 238 466 
Experience as a Student at UNC 
(academics, campus life, etc.) 2 4 11 151 299 467 
Experience as an Alumnus/Alumna 
of UNC 6 19 133 166 137 461 
Current interaction with former 
sport coaches, staff, and athletic 
department 15 52 189 118 90 464 
 
Athletics 
 There was no statistically significant association between athletics giving and 
experience as a student between those that give and do not give.  However, there is 
significance between athletics giving and athletics experience.  The chi-square tests show 
significance at or below .05, with experience as an athlete (p<.0005). 
The total of donors to athletics was lower than the number of academic donors, at 
505 (41.4%), with 68.6% (345) of athletics donors also donating to academics.  A 
majority of donors to athletics were ‘Very Satisfied’ with their experiences as an athlete 
(66.1%, 322), as a student (69.7%, 342), and as an alumnus/alumna (45.2%, 219).  In 
regards to current interaction with former sport coaches, staff, and athletic department the 
answers ‘Neutral’ (27.7%, 135), ‘Satisfied’ (32.9%, 160), and ‘Very Satisfied’ (29.8%, 
145) all had similar responses.  Table 4 further details the distribution of results. 
Table 4: Athletics Donors Experience Satisfaction 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Response 
Count 
Experience as an Athlete at UNC 
(competition, practice, etc.) 6 6 16 137 322 487 
Experience as a Student at UNC 
(academics, campus life, etc.) 5 2 13 129 342 491 
Experience as an 
Alumnus/Alumna of UNC 7 10 65 184 219 485 
Current interaction with former 
sport coaches, staff, and athletic 
department 13 34 135 160 145 487 
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 The overall trend of satisfaction is similar in many regards with donors to 
athletics versus those that do not give; however, there are several notable differences.  As 
with donors to athletics, non-donors are mostly ‘Very Satisfied’ with their experience as 
an athlete (47.1%, 322) and as a student (67.7%, 463).  The numbers shift with 
experience as an alumnus or alumna, with a much higher percentage of ‘Neutral’ 
responses (24.9%) and the majority of former student athletes feeling ‘Satisfied’ (41.6% , 
282).  Nearly half of non-athletics donors (49.2%, 332) were ‘Neutral’ about their current 
interaction with coaches, staff, and the athletic department, as displayed in the data in 
Table 5. 
Table 5: Non-Donors to Athletics Experience Satisfaction 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Response 
Count 
Experience as an 
Athlete at UNC 
(competition, practice, 
etc.) 14 44 62 241 322 683 
Experience as a Student 
at UNC (academics, 
campus life, etc.) 2 4 14 201 463 684 
Experience as an 
Alumnus/Alumna of 
UNC 8 21 169 282 198 678 
Current interaction with 
former sport coaches, 
staff, and athletic 
department 19 76 332 167 81 675 
 
 
Research Question #2:  Is there a relationship between the giving status (give/did not 
give) of former UNC-Chapel Hill athletes and the degree to which they indicate a 
particular benefit would influence their decision to give? 
 
 Research question one assesses the relationship between the giving statuses to 
those that give and do not give to academics and athletics with the experience satisfaction 
ratings.  The same giving status statistics will be used in conjunction with the ratings of 
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benefits that would influence the respondent’s decision to donate to the University of 
North Carolina. 
 The largest amount of respondents found 4 of the 6 possible benefits to ‘Likely’ 
influence their decision to donate.  Sport specific materials (34.1%, 388), sport specific 
alumni event (39.7%, 451), online networking (32.0%, 361), and Rams Club point credit 
(24.4%, 276) were the four benefits that were viewed as ‘Likely’ to influence donation 
decisions.  An athletic department wide alumni event (34.4%, 387) and an exclusive 
website (32.0%, 361) had a majority of responses to be ‘Neither Likely or Unlikely’ to 
influence giving.  Table 6 details the results of all potential benefits. 
Table 6: Potential Benefits Likelihood to Influence Giving 
 
After assessing the value of potential benefits, respondents were then asked the 
likelihood of joining an association exclusive for student-athletes with the proposed 
benefits outlined in the previous question.  The majority of responses were in favor of 
joining an association like such, with 38.9% (443) being ‘Likely’ to donate financially for 
the services of a student-athlete alumni association.  Over half of the respondents (50.8%, 
578) were either ‘Likely’ or ‘Very Likely’ to become part of such an association. 
 
 
Very 
Unlikely Unlikely 
Neither 
Likely 
or 
Unlikely Likely 
Very 
Likely 
Response 
Count 
Sport specific newsletters, media 
guides, posters, and other material 137 148 343 388 121 1137 
Sport specific alumni event 113 122 286 451 165 1137 
Athletic department wide alumni event 147 178 387 323 90 1125 
Exclusive website 153 193 409 296 71 1122 
Ability to network with former UNC 
athletes through online database 127 158 335 361 148 1129 
Rams Club point credit for donations 
to specific sport that would assist in 
tickets and parking privileges 170 165 273 276 246 1130 
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Academics 
 A chi-square test of association showed that only one of the listed benefits (Sport 
Specific Materials, p = .006) had a significant association with academics giving status at 
or below the .05 level.  None of the other benefits were statistically significant based on 
giving status.  Also, there was no significance between academic giving status and 
likelihood to join student-athlete association. 
Donors to academics found three benefits that would ‘Likely’ influence their 
donations if were available, according to the majority of their answers.  These benefits 
were sport specific materials (34.2%, 233), sport specific alumni event (39.8%, 272), and 
Rams Club point credit (25.4%, 173).  The majority of responses were ‘Neither Likely or 
Unlikely’ to be influenced monetarily by an athletic department wide alumni event 
(35.8%, 242), exclusive website (37.0%, 250), and networking database (30.7%, 209).  
The highest number of ‘Very Likely’ responses was associated with Rams Club point 
credit (22.3%, 152), while the highest number of ‘Very Unlikely’ or ‘Unlikely’ answers 
corresponded with an exclusive website (31.1%, 210).  The majority of academic donors, 
according to Table 7, were ‘Likely’ (40.3%, 275) to donate to join an association with the 
above benefits only for former student-athletes. 
Table 7: Academic Donors Potential Benefits Likelihood to Influence Giving 
 
Very 
Unlikely Unlikely 
Neither 
Likely 
or 
Unlikely Likely 
Very 
Likely 
Response 
Count 
Sport specific newsletters, media guides, 
posters, and other material 63 98 211 233 77 682 
Sport specific alumni event 58 79 169 272 105 683 
Athletic department wide alumni event 81 117 242 181 55 676 
Exclusive website 89 121 250 172 43 675 
Ability to network with former UNC 
athletes through online database 72 105 209 208 86 680 
Rams Club point credit for donations to 
specific sport that would assist in tickets 
and parking privileges 89 107 160 173 152 681 
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 For those that have not contributed to academics, there were three benefits that 
were seen as ‘Likely’ to influence donations: sport specific material (33.8%, 151), sport 
specific alumni event (38.9%, 174), and networking database (33.9%, 150).  The 
remaining three categories had a majority of responses as ‘Neither Likely or Unlikely’: 
athletic department wide alumni event (32.4%, 143), exclusive website (35.7%, 157), and 
Rams Club point credit (25.1%, 111).   Rams Club point credit had the highest number of 
‘Very Likely’ responses (21.0%, 93), while also having the highest number of ‘Very 
Unlikely’ and ‘Unlikely’ responses (30.8%, 136).  Again, as Table 8 displays, the 
majority of respondents were ‘Likely’ (36.9%, 165) to join an association exclusive to 
former student-athletes. 
Table 8: Non-Donors to Academics Potential Benefits Likelihood to Influence 
Giving 
 
Very 
Unlikely Unlikely 
Neither 
Likely 
or 
Unlikely Likely 
Very 
Likely 
Response 
Count 
Sport specific newsletters, media 
guides, posters, and other material 73 50 130 151 43 447 
Sport specific alumni event 54 43 117 174 59 447 
Athletic department wide alumni event 65 61 143 139 34 442 
Exclusive website 63 72 157 123 25 440 
Ability to network with former UNC 
athletes through online database 54 52 125 150 61 442 
Rams Club point credit for donations 
to specific sport that would assist in 
tickets and parking privileges 79 57 111 102 93 442 
 
Athletics 
 Unlike academics giving, athletics donors had a significant association based on 
chi-square tests on all benefits except for the networking database.  Sport specific 
materials (p<.0005), sport specific event (p<.0005), athletic department event (p<.0005), 
exclusive website (p = .006), and Rams Club point credit (p<.0005) all were significant 
findings to have an association at the .05 level.  Additionally, there was a significant 
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association between donor status and likelihood to join association exclusive for student-
athletes (p<.0005). 
Athletics donors had at least 200 responses of either ‘Likely’ or ‘Very Likely’ of 
donor benefits exclusive to former student-athletes in 5 of the 6 available options.  Sport 
specific materials (38.2%, 182), sport specific alumni event (43.5%, 207), networking 
database (32.9%, 156), and Rams Club point credit (28.4%, 135) all had more ‘Likely’ 
answers than any other designation.  Rams Club point credit had the highest number of 
‘Likely’ and ‘Very Likely’ answers with 260 (54.6%), while an exclusive website had the 
highest number of ‘Very Unlikely’ and ‘Unlikely’ responses at 126 (26.8%).  As Table 9 
indicates, nearly half of athletics donors (45.3%, 215) were ‘Likely’ to donate for 
membership to an athletics alumni association and 14.9% (71) were ‘Very Likely’ to join. 
Table 9: Athletics Donors Potential Benefits Likelihood to Influence Giving 
 
Very 
Unlikely Unlikely 
Neither 
Likely 
or 
Unlikely Likely 
Very 
Likely 
Response 
Count 
Sport specific newsletters, media guides, 
posters, and other material 33 54 146 182 61 476 
Sport specific alumni event 29 45 109 207 86 476 
Athletic department wide alumni event 40 69 162 154 46 471 
Exclusive website 49 77 170 148 27 471 
Ability to network with former UNC 
athletes through online database 43 71 139 156 65 474 
Rams Club point credit for donations to 
specific sport that would assist in tickets 
and parking privileges 47 60 109 135 125 476 
  
Responses for those that do not donate to athletics had over 30% responses of 
‘Likely’ for sport specific materials (30.8%, 202), sport specific alumni event (36.7%, 
241), and networking database (31.3%, 203).  While the majority of responses are in the 
same categories of benefits, answers are more evenly distributed among former athletes 
that do not donate to athletics from ‘Very Unlikely’ to ‘Very Likely’ than with athletics 
donors.  In fact, there are more ‘Very Unlikely’ responses (606) than ‘Very Likely’ 
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responses (424), and the category with the most responses overall was ‘Neither Likely or 
Unlikely’ (1,191).   The highest percentage of former student-athletes were ‘Likely’ 
(34.2%) to join an association with benefits for alumni, followed by ‘Neither Likely or 
Unlikely’ at 30.3%, as Table 10 details. 
Table 10: Non-donors to Athletics Potential Benefits Likelihood to Influence Giving 
  
 
Very 
Unlikely Unlikely 
Neither 
Likely 
or 
Unlikely Likely 
Very 
Likely 
Response 
Count 
Sport specific newsletters, media guides, 
posters, and other material 104 94 196 202 59 655 
Sport specific alumni event 84 76 177 241 78 656 
Athletic department wide alumni event 107 108 223 168 43 649 
Exclusive website 104 116 236 148 42 646 
Ability to network with former UNC 
athletes through online database 84 85 195 203 82 649 
Rams Club point credit for donations to 
specific sport that would assist in tickets 
and parking privileges 123 103 164 140 120 650 
 
Research Question #3:  Are there empirical differences between each of the following 
three groups of former UNC-Chapel Hill athletes: 1) academics donor, 2) athletics donor, 
and 3) donor to both the university and athletics, for each of the following variables: 
gender, current geographic residence, academic department of UNC degree, year UNC 
degree was awarded, and UNC sport played? 
 
Gender 
 
 Of the 7,537 living former student athletes with a degree from the University of 
North Carolina, 5,265 (69.9%) are male and 2,272 (30.1%) are female.  Nearly half 
(47.2%) of former male athletes have contributed $27,483,704 to academics, while 43.9% 
of former female athletes have contributed $813,257 to the same designation as indicated 
in Table 11.   
Table 11: Academics Giving by Gender 
 
# give 
academics % Academics $ Per Donor 
Male 2,486 47.22%  $        27,483,703.56   $         11,055.39  
Female 998 43.93%  $             813,257.43   $              814.89  
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The numbers drop significantly in regards to giving to athletics, as only 975 
(18.5%) of males and 178 (7.8%) of females have contributed.  Table 12 illustrates the 
difference in athletics gifts between genders is quite large, as males have donated 
$14,790,481 compared to $784,520 for females.   
Table 12: Athletics Giving by Gender 
 
# give 
athletics % Athletics $ Per Donors 
Male 975 18.52%  $    14,790,480.82   $    15,169.72  
Female 178 7.83%  $         784,520.08   $      4,407.42  
 
The total number of donors that contribute to both academics and athletics are 727 
(13.8%) male and 117 (5.1%) female former student athletes.  Nearly 75% of male 
athletic donors and 65.7% of female athletic donors, also contribute to academics at the 
University of North Carolina.  The total money raised by those donors that give to 
athletics comprises 91% of total athletics money for males, and 82.3% for females, as 
shown by Table 13. 
Table 13: Giving to Both Academics and Athletics by Gender 
 % # Academics $ % of total $ Athletics $ 
% total 
$ 
Male 13.8% 727  $ 23,591,300  85.8%  $   13,454,151  91.0% 
Female 5.1% 117  $      150,089 18.5%  $        645,313 82.3% 
 
Geographic Location 
 Former athletes are currently located throughout the world, with representation in 
49 of the 50 states, District of Columbia, Guam, Virgin Islands, and several international 
countries, a total of 53 geographic designations.  Only three of the 53 designations 
recorded no donations to academics or athletics.  The great majority, 3,279 (43.5%), of 
former athletes reside in the state of North Carolina, the largest of any state by a wide 
margin, followed by bordering states Virginia (451, 6.0%) and Georgia (383, 5.1%).   
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Table 14: Top 10 Former Athlete #’s by Location 
State # % 
North Carolina (NC) 3,279 43.5% 
Virginia (VA) 451 6.0% 
Georgia (GA) 383 5.1% 
Florida (FL) 371 4.9% 
California (CA) 321 4.3% 
New York (NY) 309 4.1% 
Maryland (MD) 303 4.0% 
Pennsylvania (PA) 220 2.9% 
South Carolina (SC) 210 2.8% 
New Jersey (NJ) 167 2.2% 
 
 In aggregate data categories, North Carolina had the largest amount of academic 
donors (1,571), academic donations ($7,838,845), athletics donors (645), athletics 
donations ($7,411,812), and donors to academics and athletics (475).   In percentages of 
academic donors in relation to all former athletes, North Carolina was 21st among 
geographic designations in percentage of academic donors, 6th overall in percentage of 
donors that give to athletics, and 5th in percentage of donors giving to academics and 
athletics. 
Minnesota (81%) had the highest percentage of academics donors, and Iowa had 
the highest percentage of athletics donors (33.3%) and donors that give to both academics 
and athletics (33.3%).  Kentucky had the largest average gift for academics at $233,884 
and Florida had the largest average gift for athletics at $62,854. 
 Of the top ten designations with the highest number of academic donors and 
academic donations, only California (number of donors) and Illinois (donations) are not 
located on the East coast.  The same results are true for athletic donors and donations, and 
donors that give to both academics and athletics.   
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 Only seven of the 53 designations had a higher monetary total of athletics 
donations in comparison to academics donations, while no designations have a higher 
participation percentage of athletics donors in comparison to academics.  Fourteen of the 
designations showed no academics gifts, and sixteen had no donors that gave to both 
academics and athletics.  All of the athletics donors in nine designations additionally gave 
to academics.   
School of Graduation 
 The records from university development display the college or department under 
which the undergraduate degree was earned by athletes from UNC.  If athletes had 
multiple degrees the earliest earned degree is stated as their primary degree.  As stated in 
previous chapters, former athletes overwhelmingly receive their degrees from the College 
of Arts & Sciences, with 5,485 (72.8%) former athletes.  The second largest number of 
alumni come from the Business School at 980 (13%), followed by Education with 558 
(7.4%), Journalism with 319 (4.2%), Pharmacy with 63 (0.8%), and Nursing and Public 
Health, both at 44 (0.6%).  Medical School, Library Science, and Dentist School 
graduates all had less than or equal to 0.5% of the population of former student athletes, 
as depicted in Table 15.   
Table 15: Number of Former Student Athletes by Department 
 Department # % 
Arts & Sciences 5,485 72.8% 
Business 980 13.0% 
Dental 5 0.1% 
Education 558 7.4% 
Journalism 319 4.2% 
Library Science 3 0.0% 
Medical 36 0.5% 
Nursing 44 0.6% 
Pharmacy 63 0.8% 
Public Health 44 0.6% 
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 The College of Arts & Sciences easily had the largest amount of graduated giving 
to academics at 2,436, nearly four times more than the closest academic designation.  The 
Business School (55.6%), Medical School (52.8%), and Nursing (50%) were the only 
three schools with at least half of its graduates donating to academics.  Over $10 million 
has been donated to graduates of Arts & Sciences ($13.92 million) and Business ($10.23 
million) each.  The third highest total comes from Pharmacy ($3.56 million), which has 
the highest average of academic gifts ($79,057) by over $60,000 in comparison to the 
next highest (Business, $18,770).  Table 16 further details the break down by academic 
department. 
Table 16: Academics Giving by Department 
Department 
# give 
academics %  Academics $  
 Avg. Per 
Donors  
Arts & Sciences 2,436 44.4%  $     13,921,164.53   $    5,714.76  
Business 545 55.6%  $     10,229,818.96   $  18,770.31  
Dental 0 0.0%  $                            -     $                 -    
Education 267 47.8%  $           336,023.89   $    1,258.52  
Journalism 124 38.9%  $           190,535.64   $    1,536.58  
Library Science 0 0.0%  $                            -     $                 -    
Medical 19 52.8%  $             18,269.36   $       961.55  
Nursing 22 50.0%  $                7,123.50   $       323.80  
Pharmacy 45 71.4%  $        3,557,571.11   $  79,057.14  
Public Health 26 59.1%  $                6,454.00   $       248.23  
 
 The trends are very similar in athletics donations, with 772 Arts & Sciences 
graduates giving $8.2 million total to athletics.  The Business School (23.7%) had the 
leading percentage of athletics donors, followed by Education (18.3%).  The top three 
totals of athletics giving were all over $2 million with the aforementioned Arts & 
Sciences, Business ($3.79 million), and Pharmacy ($2.47 million).  Only Pharmacy 
($494,785) has an average athletics gift mark above $20,000 per donor, with only 5 total 
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donors contributing to their high total.  The distribution of funds to athletics is displayed 
in detail in Table 17. 
Table 17: Athletics Giving by Department 
Department 
# give 
athletics %  Athletics $   Avg. Per Donors  
Arts & Sciences 772 14.1%  $  8,201,084.42   $    10,623.17  
Business 232 23.7%  $  3,786,645.10   $    16,321.75  
Dental 0 0.0%  $                       -     $                   -    
Education 102 18.3%  $     692,354.76   $                   -    
Journalism 33 10.3%  $     416,005.22   $    12,606.22  
Library Science 0 0.0%  $                       -     $                   -    
Medical 3 8.3%  $          2,187.50   $          729.17  
Nursing 2 4.5%  $             700.00   $          350.00  
Pharmacy 5 7.9%  $  2,473,923.90   $  494,784.78  
Public Health 4 9.1%  $          2,100.00   $          525.00  
 
For those donors that give to both academics and athletics, Arts & Sciences leads 
the way with 549 total donors, and Business (18.7%) has the highest percentage of 
donors.  All athletics donors to Medical School, Nursing, Pharmacy, and Public Health 
also donated to academics as well, as illustrated in Table 18. 
Table 18: Giving to Both Academics and Athletics by Department 
Department # give to both % 
Arts & Sciences 549 10.0% 
Business 183 18.7% 
Dental 0 0.0% 
Education 76 13.6% 
Journalism 22 6.9% 
Library Science 0 0.0% 
Medical 3 8.3% 
Nursing 2 4.5% 
Pharmacy 5 7.9% 
Public Health 4 9.1% 
 
Year of Graduation 
 The year of graduation is the year that a certain athlete completed his or her 
undergraduate degree at UNC.  For data collection purposes, if an athlete received two 
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undergraduate degrees in two different years, the earliest completion date is used. Living 
graduates that participated in varsity athletics at UNC date all the way back to 1929, with 
at least one living graduate every year from 1934 to 2007.  The smallest class is the 1929 
class with one graduate, and the largest is the 2006 class with 249 student athlete 
graduates.  The increase of scholarships and team sponsorship for women’s athletics has 
lead to the heightened numbers of graduates from 1980 to present day, with the largest 
group by decade being 1990-1999 at 1,622 female graduates.  The top ten class sizes in 
the data are from year 1989 to 2006, according to Table 19. 
Table 19: Number of Former Student Athletes by Decade 
Graduation Year # % 
1929-1939 28 0.4% 
1940-1949 179 2.4% 
1950-1959 509 6.8% 
1960-1969 815 10.8% 
1970-1979 1303 17.3% 
1980-1989 1528 20.3% 
1990-1999 1622 21.5% 
2000-2007 1403 18.6% 
  
In numbers of academics donors, the highest total is 96 from 1979, while two 
early classes registered no donors.  The top three decades are very close in terms of 
academic donors, with the 1980s (741), the 1970s (740), and the 1990s (698).  By 
percentages, the class of 1944 (83.3%) had the highest percentage of academic donors in 
relation to graduates of all years, while the 1950s (59.7%) had the best percentage of all 
decades and the 2000s (26.7%) had the worst.  Six years donated at least $1 million to 
academics, with 1956 leading the way with $5.3 million.  By a substantial margin the 
1950s and 1960s had the largest amount of academic donations by decades, with $10.3 
million and $12.4 million respectively.  Table 20 displays that the highest decade for 
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average academics gifts per donor was the 1950s with $34,029, as compared to the low 
decade average of $143 for the 2000s. 
Table 20: Academic Donors by Decade 
Graduation  
Year 
# give 
academics % Academics $ Avg. Per Donor 
1929-1939 13 46.4%  $          186,506.76   $       14,346.67  
1940-1949 90 50.3%  $          754,898.52   $         8,387.76  
1950-1959 304 59.7%  $     10,344,830.46   $       34,029.05  
1960-1969 464 56.9%  $     12,387,532.66   $       26,697.27  
1970-1979 740 56.8%  $       2,292,290.03   $         3,097.69  
1980-1989 741 48.5%  $       1,801,354.02   $         2,430.98  
1990-1999 698 43.0%  $          466,711.32   $            668.64  
2000-2007 375 26.7%  $            53,443.21   $            142.52  
  
The 1980s has the highest amount of athletics donors with 245, followed by 215 
from the 1970s, and 209 from the 1990s.  The highest single year of athletic donors was 
1989 at 35 donors, while four years had no donors.  Six years had at least 30% of its 
graduates donate to athletics, as 1954 had the highest percentage at 36.2%.  The 1950s 
were one of three decades with over 20% athletics donors, leading all decades with 
26.1%.  The 1960s had the highest total of athletics gifts by decade by a substantial 
amount at $7.1 million, and had the top three giving totals by year (1960, 1966, and 
1967) as graduates of the top class of 1960 donated $2.5 million to athletics.  Since 1935, 
no graduating class has donated at a higher percentage to athletics than academics; 
however, 33 classes have donated more money to athletics than academics. From 1970 to 
present, every decade has given more financially to athletics than academics, however, 
every decade previous has given over $13 million more to academics.  Table 21 further 
shows the distribution of monetary gifts by decade. 
Table 21: Athletics Donors by Decade 
Graduation 
Year 
# give 
athletics %  Athletics $   Avg. Per Donors  
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1929-1939 3 10.7%  $            30,405.00   $        10,135.00  
1940-1949 37 20.7%  $          338,500.29   $          9,148.66  
1950-1959 133 26.1%  $       2,622,758.71   $        19,719.99  
1960-1969 198 24.3%  $       7,128,736.88   $        36,003.72  
1970-1979 215 16.5%  $       2,354,490.49   $        10,951.12  
1980-1989 245 16.0%  $       2,154,728.85   $          8,794.81  
1990-1999 209 12.9%  $          694,740.97   $          3,324.12  
2000-2007 88 6.3%  $          251,774.16   $          2,861.07  
 
 For those donors that contributed to academics and athletics, 1984 and 1989 had 
the highest total with 25 donors.  The highest decade was the 1970s with 180 donors.  Six 
years have no donors that contributed to both funds, and the 2000s had the lowest 
percentage of donors by far with 2.4%.  Only two years had over 30% of donors 
contributing to academics and athletics, 1954 (34%) and 1957 (33.3%).  The 1950s 
(22.2%) and 1960s (20.1%) had the highest percentages by decade of donor participation, 
and both decades boasted over 90% of their academic and athletic donations from the 
donors that gave to both funds.  The 1950s through the 1970s all have over 95% of their 
athletic gifts from donors of both sources, as displayed in Table 22. 
Table 22: Giving to Both Academics and Athletics by Decade 
Graduation Year 
# give to 
both % 
1929-1939 2 7.1% 
1940-1949 26 14.5% 
1950-1959 113 22.2% 
1960-1969 164 20.1% 
1970-1979 180 13.8% 
1980-1989 177 11.6% 
1990-1999 142 8.8% 
2000-2007 34 2.4% 
 
Sport 
 All 7,537 former student athletes are further classified by varsity sport played 
while at UNC-Chapel Hill.  Gross numbers will be higher than total number of donors 
and monies raised due to athletes playing multiple sports.  Therefore, a former athlete that 
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participated in two sports at UNC will be credited, for data collection purposes, in both of 
the sports.  The largest number of alumni by team is football with 1,080 graduates, which 
comprises 14.3% of all former student athletes, and the smallest male alumni base is 
Men’s Golf (203 graduates).  The largest female alumni base by team is Women’s Track 
with 360 graduates compared to the smallest female team of Women’s Golf with 75 
graduates.  Of the top ten sizes of alumni bases by sport only one is a female sport 
(Women’s Track).  Table 23 gives a snapshot of giving by sport, with the top 10 sports 
listed in order of largest number of donors. 
Table 23: Top 10 Total Number of Former Athletes by Sport 
 
Team # % 
Football 1,080 14.3% 
Track (M) 737 9.8% 
Swimming (M) 520 6.9% 
Baseball 514 6.8% 
Soccer (M) 500 6.6% 
Lacrosse (M) 482 6.4% 
Basketball (M) 418 5.5% 
Wrestling 365 4.8% 
Track (W) 360 4.8% 
 
 The size of alumni bases coincides directly with the number of academic donors, 
with the exception of Women’s Lacrosse having the lowest number with 30 graduates.    
Again, Football (402 donors) had the highest number of overall donors by team and 
Women’s Track (162 donors) had the highest number of all female squads.  Men’s 
Lacrosse (62.7%) and Gymnastics (57.8%) had the highest percentage of academic 
donors by gender, while Football (37.2%) and Women’s Lacrosse (36.1%) had the 
lowest.  Men’s Lacrosse ($7.96 million) had the highest giving to academics by a margin 
of more than $3 million than the next closest teams, as Wrestling ($193,786) had the 
lowest total of all male sports.  Women’s Tennis ($249,624) had the highest amount of 
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giving to academics of all female teams, while Rowing ($8,825) had the lowest totals.  
Men’s Golf had the highest average gift to academics at $41,102, and the only female 
squad in the top 10 of all teams was Women’s Tennis at $3,285 per donor. 
 Only two teams, Football (272) and Baseball (146), had more than 100 living 
donors to athletics.  Women’s Swimming had the most athletics donors of all female 
sports with 42, while two female squads had the lowest totals with only 4 donors 
(Rowing and Women’s Fencing).  Baseball had the highest rate of participation (28.4%), 
and overall athletics donations ($3.4 million), while Men’s Fencing had the lowest marks 
for male sports at 6.5% and $198,389, respectively.  Women’s Soccer’s percentage of 
athletics donors (16.1%) and Women’s Swimming’s overall athletics donations 
($246,193) were the highest among females.  Men’s Tennis held the mark for highest 
average gift at $41,205, and while Women’s Fencing had the lowest participation rate at 
1.4%, they also had the highest average gift for female sports at $34,954. 
 Football had the highest number of donors to athletics and academics at 179, and 
Women’s Swimming held the distinction for female teams at 30.  Four female squads had 
a low of 4 donors giving to both funds, while Men’s Fencing had the male low with 12 
donors.  Baseball (21.2%) and Men’s Golf (20.7%) had the highest overall participation 
rates to both athletics and academics, while Women’s Swimming (10.2%) had the highest 
female rate.  Men’s and Women’s Fencing had the lowest rates by gender with 3.5% and 
1%, respectively.  Five female sports all had over 99% of athletics donations from those 
that give to both sports.  No team had a higher percentage of donors in athletics than 
academics, however, six teams (three male, three female) donated a larger amount of gifts 
to athletics than academics. 
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 Of the 7,537 former student athletes at UNC, 289 (3.8%) played at least more 
than one varsity sport while an undergraduate.  Of the 280 two-sport athletes, 148 
(52.9%) have donated to academics and 61 (21.8%) have donated to athletics, while 46 
(16.4%) have given to both.  Eight former athletes participated on three varsity teams at 
UNC, with 50% giving to academics, 62.5% to athletics, and 37.5% to both.  Only one 
former student athlete participated in four varsity sports while at UNC, as shown in Table 
24. 
Table 24: Multi-Sport Athletes Donations 
 
Total 
Donors 
Acad. 
Donors 
% 
Acad. 
Donors 
Academics 
$ 
Ath. 
Donors 
% Ath. 
Donors 
Athletics 
$ 
Donors 
to Both 
% 
Donors 
to 
Both 
2-
Sport 280 148 52.9%  $ 1,187,317  61 21.8%  $ 540,741  46 16.4% 
3-
Sport 8 4 50.0%  $       13,240 5 62.5%  $      7,330 3 37.5% 
4-
Sport 1 1 100.0%  $            160 1 100.0%  $         100 1 100.0% 
  
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER V 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
 The information collected in this study provides an overall picture of the ways 
University of North Carolina student-athlete alumni donate financially to academics and 
athletics within the university.  Additionally, issues related to philanthropic decision 
making, such as perceptions related to experiences as a student-athlete, and how much 
certain possible benefits could influence donations were examined.  This chapter analyzes 
the various demographics of former student-athletes and how it relates to one’s giving 
behavior.  Conclusions will be drawn from the data and recommendations that could 
enhance the experience of student-athletes and in turn increase donations to academics 
and athletics at the University of North Carolina. 
Factors Influencing Donations 
  
 According to the chi-square tests, satisfaction of athletic and academic 
experiences is a factor in donations to the university.  However, in observing percentages 
of each answer in relation to giving status, the relationship is significant statistically but 
not remarkable in practical terms.  The more satisfied a former athlete is with his or her 
experience, the more likely they are to contribute financially after graduation.  The 
satisfaction with the former student-athlete’s athletic experience is the most significant 
finding, and as such can be interpreted as the most important factor related to athletics 
giving measured in this study.  Communication between athletics and the staff of specific 
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sports can help form an initial relationship as a graduate, which could potentially lead 
into future donations. 
The overwhelming majority of former athletes were ‘Very Satisfied’ with their 
academic experience, which may point to higher number of academic donors and overall 
$13 million difference in favor of academics over athletics since 2000.  This satisfaction 
has affected the giving habits of over 60% of former student athletes – the highest of all 
categories, which shows that the experience as a student may be one of the most 
important in a former-athlete’s decision to donate financially to the University of North 
Carolina.  Given the high profile and competitiveness of athletics at the University of 
North Carolina, the satisfaction with academics may be the most interesting.  While the 
lure of athletics may initially draw many athletes to the university, the academic 
experience may often be the most influential in affecting decisions to donate. 
 When asked to expand with comments on why one would donate more to 
academics, athletics, both equally, or neither, an array of responses was tallied and 
categorized by general scope of answer.  Those that gave more to academics felt that 
academics is often neglected (17), academics is more important or has greater need (76), 
had a poor athletic experience (23), received far less funds than athletics or that athletics 
spending was out of line(35), wanted to give to specific sport (9), or were never asked to 
donate to athletics (12).  However, as the financial information in the study shows, 
academics received over $28.3 million since 2000 compared to $15.6 million that 
athletics received in the same time period from former student-athletes.  Additionally, the 
survey conducted showed that 41.4% have donated to athletics since 2000, compared to 
59.5% to academics. This misconception may cause many potential athletics donors to 
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give to academics over athletics.  While the money earned and spent is highly visible for 
revenue sports, the lack of athletics funds in comparison to academics support could be 
illustrated to all in order to provide potential and current donors with the whole picture of 
university fundraising efforts. 
Donors who gave more to athletics felt that they are more involved with the 
athletics aspect of college due to their status as a student-athlete (118) and therefore 
allocate their funds in the same manner.  Other responses include but are not limited to: 
high need for monetary support for Olympic sports (34), hard feelings towards academics 
about child not being admitted to UNC or perceived liberalism of academics (20), and 
necessary to maintain football or basketball seating (8).  The last factor ties in with 
attendance to athletic events, which was seen as one of the top two factors in past 
research (Tsiotsou, 1998). 
Those that indicated that they are unlikely to donate to academics or athletics in 
the future had a wide range of comments, such as: not enough discretionary income (21), 
current geographic location (7), dislike for current head coach or poor academic/athletic 
experience (11), lack of contact from athletics upon graduation (8), and give funds to 
other organizations with perceived higher need (11).  The first two factors can not be 
improved by the university; however, several respondents mentioned that this was the 
first contact they had received from athletics since graduation and they felt that they were 
no longer important to UNC upon graduation.  Others noted that the only correspondence 
they received from the university was asking for funds.  This can be tied to relative low 
marks given to current interaction with coaches, staff, and athletic department, as more 
than half of respondents (52.4%, 612) were either ‘Very Unsatisfied’, ‘Unsatisfied’, or 
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‘Neutral.’  Significant steps to increase the strength of this relationship, such as increased 
interaction from athletics and specific sports to former athletes, could assist in increasing 
the satisfaction of the relationship as well as overall giving. 
Motivation for Donations to Athletics 
 
 Benefits that may be offered were found to have a much stronger association with 
athletics donors than academics donors.  This could point to athletics donors finding a 
higher value in benefits than academics donors.  The most telling statistic is the 
extremely strong association (p<.0005) between likelihood to join an association and 
giving status with athletic donors.  The main disparity in statistics was the greater 
percentage of athletics donors ‘Very Likely’ or ‘Likely’ responses in comparison to the 
responses of those that do not give to athletics.  Additionally, the statistically greatest p-
values and percentages were the inverse relationship between giving status to athletics 
and potential benefits.  This could show a readiness for those already giving to continue 
to become even more involved with athletics development, as they are more interested in 
the benefits that come with this association. 
Respondents of the survey by and large were drawn to Rams Club priority points 
more than any other benefit listed.  This would enable one to donate to his or her specific 
sport and receive priority points that would be used in order to have the opportunity to 
purchase Men’s Basketball or Football tickets, and determine seating and parking 
locations for those tickets.  Again, this was cited as a key factor in relation to giving in 
past research (Tsiotsou, 1998).  Next, former student-athletes preferred to have events 
and materials specific to one’s sport as compared to the entire athletic department.  This 
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further illustrates the need to create opportunities to allow one to donate specifically to 
his or her sport.   
Gender 
 
The academic donor participation rate is only slightly higher for males (47.2%) 
over females (43.9%); however, males have donated $27.5 million compared to $813K 
for females since 2000.  On average, donors to academics were just over $11K for males, 
and $815 per donor for females.  Relative to donations for athletics, the trend continues 
with 18.5% of males donating $14.8 million and 7.8% of females giving $785K.  
Average gifts to athletics for males were approximately $15K per donor compared to just 
below $4.5K for female donors.  As Chapter 2 pointed out, the benefits that males and 
females seek are often quite different, with males generally more interested in tangible 
benefits (tickets, parking) and females more interested in intrinsic benefits (Robinson, 
1998).  However, the most logical explanation to the monetary differences would be tied 
to the history of athletics at the University of North Carolina.  Several male sports have 
fielded varsity teams since the early 1900s, and have a diverse pool of alumni of all ages 
and backgrounds.  Comparatively, the majority of female sports have been added since 
the 1970s, leading to a much younger alumni base that may not have the established 
income that they will have in future years.  As the statistics from the giving by graduation 
year displays, the highest amount of financial support to academics and athletics are from 
graduates of the 1950s and 1960s, before significant participation by women in 
intercollegiate athletics. 
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Recommendations 
 
 While public perception may often be that former student-athletes are not large 
sources of revenue for universities development departments, they have contributed $43.9 
million to academics and athletics at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
since 2000.  Even more surprisingly, more than half of these funds have been contributed 
to academics.  Therefore, this is an alumni base that has the potential to donate 
significantly when asked, as academics solicits more often than athletics.  Many former 
athletes feel neglected from the lack of contact from athletics, which often leads to 
increased academic donations according to the survey.  The researcher recommends 
bettering the relationship between alumni and the athletic department; proactive steps 
must be taken while the athlete is still in school.  Involving student-athletes in activities 
with other former athletes increases camaraderie and potentially the likelihood to give in 
the future to be a part of the future happenings within their respective sport.  
Additionally, activities sponsored by the fundraising division of athletics can educate 
student-athletes on the need for funds to support scholarships and learn how their tuition 
and operational costs are funded.  Retaining contact information once a student-athlete 
graduates enables athletics development to stay in contact on an informational basis after 
graduation, and allows a monetary ask for a donation down the line to be received more 
positively by the graduate.  This informational contact could be a benefit along the lines 
of a sport specific newsletter, materials, or reunion invitation.  Many sports may keep an 
alumni database; however, a database of all former athletes would be beneficial for 
development officers in order to maintain communication between athletics and the 
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former athlete.  Again, this line of contact allows for a relationship to be formed before a 
former athlete is asked to donate. 
 Additionally, former athletes want the knowledge that their funds will go directly 
to their specific sport’s operation.  In addition to immediate contact from athletics, the 
alumni base should have the opportunity to contribute directly to their sport of 
preference.  Many Olympic sport athletes expressed concerns that Men’s Basketball and 
Football receive the majority of funds and their donations will only continue to fuel the 
revenue sports while their sport of choice, which may receive relatively poor funding in 
their opinion, is neglected. Additionally, one would receive the benefits that would be 
associated with that sport.  For instance, a former male tennis player would receive men’s 
tennis materials (newsletters, posters, media guides), invitations to men’s tennis alumni 
events, in addition to benefits associated with all members of a former athlete association.  
Such clubs with similar benefits are successful at peer institutions in the Atlantic Coast 
Conference, which work within their athletics development department.  Many of the 
entry level donors to such an association at schools such as Maryland and Duke have 
moved up to higher contributions levels with the general athletics fund.  At both schools 
donors receive point credit for their donations to both the former athlete association and 
the general fund; however, the donor must be a member of the general fund for ticketing 
and parking privileges. 
Currently, if one donates to athletics (Rams Club) their donation will be used in a 
fund that cover scholarship costs incurred by student-athletes of all sports.  Certain sport 
teams have also created their own fund or club to raise money for the operational costs 
associated with items such as travel, equipment, and uniforms.  However, there is no 
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uniform method for a student-athlete alumnus to give directly to his or her sport of 
preference.  While endowment funds have been set up for scholarship costs of each 
individual sport, these are generally comprised of large gifts that gain interest over time 
and do not actively promote lower level gifts. 
 With the above aspects considered, it is conceivable a specific association for 
former athletes would be beneficial for alumni and the athletics department alike.  
Alumni would feel more connected to the university’s athletics programs, and athletics 
could raise more funds due to this improved relationship.  Athletes compete in an 
environment while an undergraduate that fosters a tight-knit community with other 
student-athletes due to their fixed schedules and practice time, and shared usage of 
weight rooms, study halls, and facilities.  Therefore, many athletes may long to regain 
that type of community upon graduation, with other alumni.  If an association was created 
specifically for former student-athletes, several concerns that have been raised by 
research subjects in this study, such as inability to donate to specific sports or the lack of 
communication with current staff of specific teams and athletic department, could be 
addressed.  Some peer institutions that employ such an association allow free or 
discounted membership to recent graduates for anywhere from one to five years.  This 
allows the former student-athlete to feel an immediate effort from athletics to maintain a 
relationship without asking for monetary support initially, then once support is asked for 
the graduate feels more inclined to donate. 
 Future research can address several issues that were raised with the completion of 
this study.  Further research can investigate the state of fundraising before and after the 
implementation of a student-athlete exclusive association, and if there are any benefits 
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that would make it worthwhile for all Division I institutions.  The influx of responses that 
believed that athletics received far more funds than academics brings up another potential 
area for study.  Future research can address how to better educate former athletes on the 
need for athletics funds, and what can be done to change the perception of athletic gifts 
towering over academic gifts.  Graduates of the University of North Carolina from the 
1970s to present, all gave a higher average gift to athletics than academics, which could 
point to a trend in the future when recent graduates have more established income.  
Additionally, the displeasure many respondents had with the allocation of funds to 
football and basketball raises the questions as to the differences in perceptions of revenue 
sports athletes in comparison to non-revenue athletes.   
 Contact between a student-athlete and a university should be constant and 
consistent throughout a lifetime, and could lead to a feeling of goodwill between both 
parties creating a win-win situation.  Academics and athletics can both benefit from a 
higher level involvement, as data showed that the majority of funds come from donors 
that give to both departments.   
  
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER VI 
 
APPENDICES 
 
APPENDIX 6.1 – SURVEY EMAIL TEXT 
 
 
As a former student athlete from the University of North Carolina, your contributions to 
UNC on and off the playing field are vital to the continued success of the athletic 
department and university as a whole. Your opinions are valued, and by completing the 
following survey for sports administration graduate research that will take less than 5 
minutes of your time, you will continue to contribute to the university.  Participation is 
purely voluntary and all information is confidential and anonymous.  You may take the 
survey by clicking the link below: 
  
<Insert Survey Link> 
 
If you have any questions please feel free to contact the primary researcher at 
rhjones@uncaa.unc.edu  
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APPENDIX 6.2 – SURVEY WITH RESULTS 
 
Total Started Survey: 1,228 
Total Completed Survey: 1147 (93.4%) 
 
Introduction: 
 
1. Have you donated monetarily to the Rams Club or athletics department capital 
campaign project (new facility or renovation) since 2000? 
 
Yes          (41.4%, 505) 
No          (58.6%, 715) 
 
Answered question       1220 
Skipped question       8 
 
2. Have you made a monetary donation to an academic program, department, or the 
UNC Carolina First campaign (excluding athletics) since 2000? 
 
Yes          (59.5%, 723) 
No         (40.5%, 493) 
 
Answered question        1216 
Skipped question       12 
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Satisfaction: 
 
1. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being ‘Very Dissatisfied’ and 5 being ‘Very Satisfied’, 
how would you rate your satisfaction in the following areas: 
 
  
1 (Very 
Dissatisfied) 
2 
(Dissatisfied) 
3 
(Neutral) 
4 
(Satisfied) 
5 (Very 
Satisfied) 
Response 
Count 
Experience as 
an Athlete at 
UNC 
(competition, 
practice, etc.) 
1.7% (20) 4.3% (50) 6.6% (78) 
32.3% 
(380) 
55.1% 
(648) 1176 
Experience as a 
Student at UNC 
(academics, 
campus life, etc.) 
0.6% (7) 0.5% (6) 2.3% (27) 
28.0% 
(331) 
68.6% 
(810) 1181 
Experience as 
an 
Alumnus/Alumna 
of UNC 
1.3% (15) 2.7% (31) 20.0% (234) 
40.2% 
(470) 
35.8% 
(419) 1169 
Current 
interaction with 
former sport 
coaches, staff, 
and athletic 
department 
2.7% (32) 9.4% (110) 40.2% (470) 
28.1% 
(328) 
19.5% 
(228) 1168 
  
answered question 1183 
  
skipped question 45 
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2. Has your satisfaction of the following areas affected your monetary giving? (If you do 
not currently donate to athletics or academics please skip this question) 
  Yes No Response Count 
Experience as 
an Athlete at 
UNC 
55.6% (551) 44.4% (440) 991 
Experience as a 
Student at UNC 60.1% (597) 39.9% (396) 993 
Experience as 
an 
Alumnus/Alumna 
of UNC 
49.7% (491) 50.3% (497) 988 
Current 
interaction with 
former sport 
coaches, staff, 
and athletic 
department 
38.5% (379) 61.5% (605) 984 
  
answered question 1000 
  
skipped question 228 
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3. In the future, are you more likely to donate monetarily to academics, athletics, both 
equally, or neither? 
 
UNC Academics  (23.3%, 273) 
UNC Athletics (32.2%, 377) 
Academics and Athletics equally (37.0%, 433) 
Neither  (7.5%, 88) 
 
Answered question 1171 
Skipped question 57 
 
4.  Why? 
 
Answered question 753 
Skipped question 475 
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Closing: 
 
1. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being ‘Not Very Likely' and 5 being ‘Highly Likely’, for 
each of the following benefits for former athletes, please indicate the likelihood that 
the particular possible future benefit would influence your decision to make a 
monetary contribution. 
 
  
1 (Very 
Unlikely) 
2 
(Unlikely) 
3 (Neither 
Likely or 
Unlikely) 
4 (Likely) 5 (Very Likely) Response Count 
Sport specific 
newsletters, 
media guides, 
posters, and 
other material 
12.0% 
(137) 
13.0% 
(148) 
30.2% 
(343) 
34.1% 
(388) 10.6% (121) 1137 
Sport specific 
alumni event 9.9% (113) 
10.7% 
(122) 
25.2% 
(286) 
39.7% 
(451) 14.5% (165) 1137 
Athletic 
department wide 
alumni event 
13.1% 
(147) 
15.8% 
(178) 
34.4% 
(387) 
28.7% 
(323) 8.0% (90) 1125 
Exclusive website 13.6% (153) 
17.2% 
(193) 
36.5% 
(409) 
26.4% 
(296) 6.3% (71) 1122 
Ability to network 
with former UNC 
athletes through 
online database 
11.2% 
(127) 
14.0% 
(158) 
29.7% 
(335) 
32.0% 
(361) 13.1% (148) 1129 
Rams Club point 
credit for 
donations to 
specific sport that 
would assist in 
tickets and 
parking privileges 
15.0% 
(170) 
14.6% 
(165) 
24.2% 
(273) 
24.4% 
(276) 21.8% (246) 1130 
  
answered question 1141 
  
skipped question 87 
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2. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being ‘Not Very Likely’ and 5 being ‘Highly Likely’, how 
likely are you to donate a monetary annual giving amount to join a student athlete 
membership association that provided features such as those listed above: 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Response 
Percent 
Response 
Count 
1 (Very 
Unlikely)  9.3% 106 
2 
(Unlikely)  12.5% 142 
3 
(Neither 
Likely or 
Unlikely) 
 
27.4% 312 
4 
(Likely)  38.9% 443 
5 (Very 
Likely)  11.9% 135 
  
answered question 1138 
  
skipped question 90 
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APPENDIX 6.3 – CHI-SQUARE RESULTS 
 
All ratings were performed on a Likert Scale of 1 to 5.  A chi-square test of association 
was performed on the following, with * representing significant findings at the .05 level. 
 
Academics Giving * Satisfaction  
 
 
Pearson Chi-
Square Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Experience as an athlete 10.845 4 0.028* 
Experience as student 9.793 4 0.044* 
 
Athletics Giving * Satisfaction 
 
 
Pearson Chi-
Square Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Experience as an athlete 56.575 4 <.0005* 
Experience as student 4.301 4 0.367 
 
Academics Giving * Potential Benefit 
 
 
Pearson Chi-
Square Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Sport Specific Materials 14.396 4 0.006* 
Sport Specific Event 5.613 4 0.230 
Athletic Department Event 6.609 4 0.158 
Website 1.583 4 0.812 
Networking Database 4.976 4 0.290 
Rams Club Point Credit 6.676 4 0.154 
 
Athletics Giving * Potential Benefit 
 
 
Pearson Chi-
Square Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Sport Specific Materials 28.372 4 <.0005* 
Sport Specific Event 25.883 4 <.0005* 
Athletic Department Event 21.766 4 <.0005* 
Website 14.583 4 0.006* 
Networking Database 4.848 4 0.303 
Rams Club Point Credit 30.432 4 <.0005* 
 
Likelihood to Join Student Athlete Association * Giving Status 
 
 
Pearson Chi-
Square Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 
Academics Giving 2.390 4 0.664 
Athletics Giving 41.286 4 <.0005* 
 
 66 
APPENDIX 6.4 – GIVING BY GENDER (SINCE YEAR 2000) 
 
Gender # 
# give 
academics % 
Avg. Gift Per 
Donors 
# give 
athletics % 
Avg. Gift Per 
Donors 
# give to 
both % 
Male 5,265 2,486 47.2% $          11,055 975 18.5% $    15,169 727 13.8% 
Female 2,272 998 43.9% $               814 178 7.8% $      4,4072 117 5.1% 
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APPENDIX 6.5 – GIVING BY GRADUATION YEAR (SINCE YEAR 2000) 
 
Graduation 
Year # 
# give 
academics % 
Avg. Per 
Donors 
# give 
athletics % 
Avg. Per 
Donors 
# 
give 
to 
both % 
1929 1 0 0.0% $                - 0 0.0% $                      - 0 0.0% 
1934 3 0 0.0% $                - 1 33.3% $               750 0 0.0% 
1935 3 1 33.3% $       24,762 0 0.0% $                      - 0 0.0% 
1936 5 3 60.0% $            816 1 20.0% $           28,500 1 20.0% 
1937 7 5 71.4% $        31,675 1 14.3% $             1,155 1 14.3% 
1938 5 3 60.0% $             250 0 0.0% $                      - 0 0.0% 
1939 4 1 25.0% $             165 0 0.0% $                      - 0 0.0% 
1940 16 8 50.0% $             926 1 6.3% $                25 1 6.3% 
1941 13 7 53.8% $             755 2 15.4% $         31,362 2 15.4% 
1942 17 11 64.7% $        34,610 4 23.5% $              700 4 23.5% 
1943 13 8 61.5% $         5,494 2 15.4% $           3,765 1 7.7% 
1944 6 5 83.3% $         3,409 1 16.7% $         10,650 1 16.7% 
1945 13 6 46.2% $         2,494 1 7.7% $                25 1 7.7% 
1946 8 3 37.5% $            796 2 25.0% $           1,800 1 12.5% 
1947 28 13 46.4% $       10,021 4 14.3% $           4,667 2 7.1% 
1948 35 19 54.3% $         6,496 12 34.3% $           6,613 9 25.7% 
1949 30 10 33.3% $         2,941 8 26.7% $          19,139 4 13.3% 
1950 53 32 60.4% $         6,885 16 30.2% $          36,939 13 24.5% 
1951 52 29 55.8% $         3,698 9 17.3% $           7,811 9 17.3% 
1952 60 36 60.0% $         5,299 18 30.0% $           9,030 13 21.7% 
1953 53 32 60.4% $         4,141 8 15.1% $        26,368 8 15.1% 
1954 47 34 72.3% $       70,542 17 36.2% $           9,791 16 34.0% 
1955 44 22 50.0% $       28,962 7 15.9% $        14,657 5 11.4% 
1956 51 36 70.6% $     146,953 15 29.4% $        44,336 13 25.5% 
1957 45 29 64.4% $       37,222 16 35.6% $        11,679 15 33.3% 
1958 51 25 49.0% $         5,628 12 23.5% $        23,712 9 17.6% 
1959 53 29 54.7% $         5,097 15 28.3% $        12,161 12 22.6% 
1960 60 34 56.7% $     107,028 15 25.0% $      167,888 13 21.7% 
1961 64 39 60.9% $         6,542 19 29.7% $        20,235 15 23.4% 
1962 72 46 63.9% $         8,094 21 29.2% $           7,750 16 22.2% 
1963 84 40 47.6% $         3,856 12 14.3% $           3,699 10 11.9% 
1964 91 51 56.0% $         6,682 19 20.9% $           4,973 15 16.5% 
1965 75 48 64.0% $         2,642 22 29.3% $           8,326 22 29.3% 
1966 101 49 48.5% $       29,957 27 26.7% $        41,253 20 19.8% 
1967 80 45 56.3% $       10,220 15 18.8% $      135,273 13 16.3% 
1968 89 55 61.8% $       89,987 22 24.7% $        20,186 18 20.2% 
1969 99 57 57.6% $       10,911 26 26.3% $           5,924 22 22.2% 
1970 82 40 48.8% $         6,525 7 8.5% $        16,046 6 7.3% 
1971 127 62 48.8% $         2,450 22 17.3% $           9,099 18 14.2% 
1972 112 62 55.4% $         6,582 21 18.8% $        16,951 18 16.1% 
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1973 101 64 63.4% $         1,211 21 20.8% $           3,582 18 17.8% 
1974 161 87 54.0% $         2,955 32 19.9% $           5,026 24 14.9% 
1975 129 74 57.4% $         1,795 24 18.6% $        23,175 19 14.7% 
1976 136 81 59.6% $         2,120 18 13.2% $           8,608 14 10.3% 
1977 153 80 52.3% $         3,139 23 15.0% $           9,730 18 11.8% 
1978 146 94 64.4% $         2,945 30 20.5% $           5,951 24 16.4% 
1979 156 96 61.5% $         3,165 17 10.9% $        19,791 21 13.5% 
1980 140 72 51.4% $         2,219 22 15.7% $        17,261 13 9.3% 
1981 147 75 51.0% $         1,344 24 16.3% $        14,693 20 13.6% 
1982 155 79 51.0% $         1,393 18 11.6% $           3,706. 14 9.0% 
1983 167 78 46.7% $         1,097 24 14.4% $           3,632 18 10.8% 
1984 138 78 56.5% $         1,143 29 21.0% $        11,081 25 18.1% 
1985 148 68 45.9% $             771 29 19.6% $           2,028 20 13.5% 
1986 159 73 45.9% $       11,279 23 14.5% $           6,604 17 10.7% 
1987 150 65 43.3% $         2,035 19 12.7% $        13,450 8 5.3% 
1988 138 64 46.4% $         2,488 22 15.9% $        13,403 17 12.3% 
1989 186 89 47.8% $             992 35 18.8% $           5,311 25 13.4% 
1990 177 88 49.7% $         1,336 22 12.4% $           1,944 15 8.5% 
1991 158 78 49.4% $             748 31 19.6% $           2,348 20 12.7% 
1992 182 87 47.8% $             602 22 12.1% $           8,154 16 8.8% 
1993 186 83 44.6% $             460 28 15.1% $           1,192 19 10.2% 
1994 197 85 43.1% $             958 30 15.2% $           1,955 21 10.7% 
1995 188 80 42.6% $             351 25 13.3% $           7,608 16 8.5% 
1996 178 67 37.6% $             535 15 8.4% $           3,703 10 5.6% 
1997 172 73 42.4% $             474 23 13.4% $           1,006 17 9.9% 
1998 184 57 31.0% $             350 13 7.1% $           2,982 8 4.3% 
1999 175 60 34.3% $             205 18 10.3% $           2,909 6 3.4% 
2000 164 55 33.5% $             191 12 7.3% $           9,882 3 1.8% 
2001 166 49 29.5% $             266 16 9.6% $              347 7 4.2% 
2002 178 46 25.8% $             120 13 7.3% $              995 7 3.9% 
2003 189 68 36.0% $             140 17 9.0% $           1,013 10 5.3% 
2004 136 35 25.7% $             158 5 3.7% $              323 3 2.2% 
2005 220 55 25.0% $             124 11 5.0% $              269 2 0.9% 
2006 249 32 12.9% $               46 9 3.6% $              754 0 0.0% 
2007 101 35 34.7% $               25 5 5.0% $        17,215 2 2.0% 
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APPENDIX 6.6 – GIVING BY GRADUATION DECADE (SINCE YEAR 2000) 
 
Graduation 
Year # 
# give 
academics % Avg. Per Donors  
# give 
athletics %  Avg. Per Donors   
# 
give 
to 
both % 
1929-1939 28 13 46.4% $       14,346.67  3 10.7% $        10,135.00  2 7.1% 
1940-1949 179 90 50.3% $         8,387.76  37 20.7% $           9,148.66  26 14.5% 
1950-1959 509 304 59.7% $       34,029.05  133 26.1% $        19,719.99  113 22.2% 
1960-1969 815 464 56.9% $       26,697.27  198 24.3% $        36,003.72  164 20.1% 
1970-1979 1303 740 56.8% $         3,097.69  215 16.5% $        10,951.12  180 13.8% 
1980-1989 1528 741 48.5% $         2,430.98  245 16.0% $           8,794.81  177 11.6% 
1990-1999 1622 698 43.0% $             668.64  209 12.9% $           3,324.12  142 8.8% 
2000-2007 1403 375 26.7% $             142.52  88 6.3% $           2,861.07  34 2.4% 
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APPENDIX 6.7 – GIVING BY STATE/COUNTRY OF RESIDENCE (SINCE YEAR 
2000) 
 
State # 
# give 
academics % 
Avg. Per 
Donors 
# give 
athletics % 
Avg. Per 
Donors 
# 
give 
to 
both % 
Alaska (AK) 4 1 25.0% $          300 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Alabama 
(AL) 43 21 48.8% $       3,366 7 16.3% $     1,225 5 11.6% 
Arizona (AZ) 35 18 51.4% $          334 2 5.7% $        700 1 2.9% 
Arkansas 
(AR) 7 5 71.4% $          895 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
California 
(CA) 321 132 41.1% $       1,665 20 6.2% $     2,976 16 5.0% 
Colorado 
(CO) 97 35 36.1% $          776 9 9.3% $   10,000 8 8.2% 
Connecticut 
(CT) 90 51 56.7% $     12,049 21 23.3% $   17,550 18 20.0% 
Washington 
DC 62 30 48.4% $       3,414 8 12.9% $     3,959 5 8.1% 
Delaware 
(DE) 29 11 37.9% $          606 2 6.9% $     1,925 1 3.4% 
Florida (FL) 371 147 39.6% $     34,472 44 11.9% $   62,854 27 7.3% 
Georgia (GA) 383 173 45.2% $       4,427 56 14.6% $     8,882 39 10.2% 
Guam (GU) 2 0 0.0% $              - 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Hawaii (HI) 8 3 37.5% $          111 1 12.5% $          50 1 12.5% 
Iowa (IA) 3 2 66.7% $          327 1 33.3% $          35 1 33.3% 
Idaho (ID) 9 4 44.4% $          193 1 11.1% $     1,750 0 0.0% 
Illinois (IL) 95 47 49.5% $     18,013 14 14.7% $   10,800 13 13.7% 
Indiana (IN) 25 11 44.0% $         413 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Kansas (KS) 14 7 50.0% $       1,545 1 7.1% $        150 1 7.1% 
Kentucky 
(KY) 32 17 53.1% $   33,884 6 18.8% $  22,875 4 12.5% 
Louisiana 
(LA) 23 9 39.1% $       1,648 2 8.7% $     1,800 2 8.7% 
Massachusetts 
(MA) 111 53 47.7% $          862 11 9.9% $        709 5 4.5% 
Maryland 
(MD) 303 149 49.2% $       2,089 34 11.2% $     7,666 28 9.2% 
Maine (ME) 20 12 60.0% $          215 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Michigan 
(MI) 42 18 42.9% $          267 2 4.8% $   16,550 1 2.4% 
Minnesota 
(MN) 21 17 81.0% $          255 1 4.8% $   14,960 1 4.8% 
Missouri 
(MO) 35 20 57.1% $     11,360 5 14.3% $   12,060 4 11.4% 
Mississippi 
(MS) 16 8 50.0% $          321 1 6.3% $     1,000 1 6.3% 
Montana 
(MT) 11 5 45.5% $          856 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
North 
Carolina (NC) 3,279 1,571 47.9% $       4,989 645 19.7% $   11,491 475 14.5% 
North Dakota 
(ND) 1 0 0.0% $              - 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Nebraska 
(NE) 3 1 33.3% $       1,200 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
New 
Hampshire 
(NH) 20 4 20.0% $       7,212 1 5.0% $     5,250 0 0.0% 
New Jersey 167 65 38.9% $       5,216 11 6.6% $     1,670 8 4.8% 
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(NJ) 
New Mexico 
(NM) 16 7 43.8% $          190 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Nevada (NV) 15 5 33.3% $          360 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
New York 
(NY) 309 158 51.1% $     11,663 36 11.7% $   32,958 28 9.1% 
Ohio (OH) 92 41 44.6% $       2,232 12 13.0% $     1,628 8 8.7% 
Oklahoma 
(OK) 16 7 43.8% $          265 2 12.5% $        750 1 6.3% 
Oregon (OR) 28 9 32.1% $          598 2 7.1% $     1,275 2 7.1% 
Pennsylvania 
(PA) 220 89 40.5% $       1,553 26 11.8% $     2,060 15 6.8% 
Puerto Rico 
(PR) 5 2 40.0% $          400 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Rhode Island 
(RI) 9 7 77.8% $          550 2 22.2% $     1,050 1 11.1% 
South 
Carolina (SC) 210 105 50.0% $       1,049 52 24.8% $     4,829 38 18.1% 
Tennessee 
(TN) 111 58 52.3% $       1,490 15 13.5% $     1,728 8 7.2% 
Texas (TX) 150 60 40.0% $       3,876 11 7.3% $     6,604 9 6.0% 
Utah (UT) 14 5 35.7% $          315 4 28.6% $     3,768 3 21.4% 
Virginia (VA) 451 221 49.0% $     23,042 74 16.4% $  28,146 58 12.9% 
Virgin Islands 
(VI) 2 0 0.0% $              - 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Vermont (VT) 19 5 26.3% $          393 1 5.3% $     3,815 1 5.3% 
Washington 
(WA) 49 15 30.6% $       1,395 3 6.1% $        233 2 4.1% 
Wisconsin 
(WI) 28 12 42.9% $          151 5 17.9% $        330 3 10.7% 
West Virginia 
(WV) 18 7 38.9% $          949 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
Wyoming 
(WY) 4 2 50.0% $            45 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% 
 
         
International 79 20 25.3% $      4,662 1 1.3% $            - 1 1.3% 
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APPENDIX 6.8 – GIVING BY DEPARTMENT (SINCE YEAR 2000) 
 
Depart
ment # % 
# give 
acade
mics % 
Avg. Per 
Donors 
# give 
athleti
cs % 
Avg. Per 
Donors 
# 
give 
to 
bot
h % 
A&S 5,485 72.8% 2,436 44.4% $    5,714 772 14.1% $   10,623 549 10.0% 
Business 980 13.0% 545 55.6% $  18,770 232 23.7% $   16,321 183 18.7% 
Dental 5 0.1% 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% $             - 0 0.0% 
Educati
on 558 7.4% 267 47.8% $   1,258 102 18.3% $             - 76 13.6% 
Journali
sm 319 4.2% 124 38.9% $    1,536 33 10.3% $   12,606 22 6.9% 
Library 
Science 3 0.0% 0 0.0% $            - 0 0.0% $             - 0 0.0% 
Medical 36 0.5% 19 52.8% $      961 3 8.3% $        729 3 8.3% 
Nursing 44 0.6% 22 50.0% $      323 2 4.5% $        350 2 4.5% 
Pharma
cy 63 0.8% 45 71.4% $  9,057 5 7.9% $ 494,784 5 7.9% 
Public 
Health 44 0.6% 26 59.1% $      248 4 9.1% $        525 4 9.1% 
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APPENDIX 6.9 – GIVING BY SPORT (SINCE YEAR 2000) 
 
Team # Gender 
# give 
academics % 
Avg. Per 
Donors 
# give 
athletics % 
Avg. 
Per 
Donors 
# 
give 
to 
both % 
Baseball 514 M 247 48.1% $ 16,337 146 28.4% $23,414 109 21.2% 
Basketball 
(M) 418 M 187 44.7% $ 10,736 96 23.0% $ 3,621 67 16.0% 
Basketball 
(W) 149 W 65 43.6% $   1,085 7 4.7% $  2,133 5 3.4% 
Crew/Rowing 125 W 47 37.6% $      187 4 3.2% $       66 3 2.4% 
Fencing (M) 341 M 144 42.2% $   1,611 22 6.5% $  9,017 12 3.5% 
Fencing (W) 287 W 111 38.7% $      397 4 1.4% $34,954 3 1.0% 
Field Hockey 196 W 84 42.9% $   1,216 23 11.7% $     804 3 1.5% 
Football 1,080 M 402 37.2% $ 10,996 272 25.2% $12,455 179 16.6% 
Golf (M) 203 M 120 59.1% $ 41,101 48 23.6% $22,398 42 20.7% 
Golf (W) 75 W 39 52.0% $      555 9 12.0% $ 4,588 7 9.3% 
Gymnastics 128 W 74 57.8% $      467 14 10.9% $  1,141 11 8.6% 
Lacrosse (M) 482 M 302 62.7% $ 26,350 91 18.9% $  7,783 79 16.4% 
Lacrosse (W) 83 W 30 36.1% $      501 5 6.0% $     382 3 3.6% 
Soccer (M) 500 M 247 49.4% $   7,012 84 16.8% $18,727 67 13.4% 
Soccer (W) 199 W 88 44.2% $      599 32 16.1% $     688 18 9.0% 
Softball 151 W 55 36.4% $      466 20 13.2% $  1,007 10 6.6% 
Swimming 
(M) 520 M 257 49.4% $   4,104 92 17.7% $  6,565 65 12.5% 
Swimming 
(W) 294 W 148 50.3% $      669 42 14.3% $  5,861 30 10.2% 
Tennis (M) 294 M 140 47.6% $   7,546 39 13.3% $41,205 29 9.9% 
Tennis (W) 164 W 76 46.3% $   3,284 10 6.1% $14,764 7 4.3% 
Track (M) 737 M 357 48.4% $   2,719 93 12.6% $ 2,544 76 10.3% 
Track (W) 360 W 162 45.0% $      634 9 2.5% $ 2,094 8 2.2% 
Volleyball 142 W 62 43.7% $   1,193 5 3.5% $    630 5 3.5% 
Wrestling 365 M 182 49.9% $   1,064 50 13.7% $ 5,904 41 11.2% 
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